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Abstract
Fusion is defined as a state of intense intimacy, which is dysfunctional because it 
impedes the separate functioning of romantic partners (Karpel, 1976). This traditionally 
negative view of fusion has pathologized the intimacy patterns of lesbian couples by 
overlooking the benefits that high levels of closeness could have for lesbian partners. 
Hence, in this study, fusion was conceptualized as consisting of separate positive 
(closeness-caregiving) and negative (intrusiveness) dimensions. Moreover, this study 
extended the literature by examining how adult attachment typology related to 
dimensions of closeness-caregiving and intrusiveness in lesbian relationships. Participants 
were 77 lesbians and bisexual women between the ages of 18 and 62 years. Women 
showed much higher levels of positive fusion than negative fusion in their relationships. 
Additionally, greater positive fusion strongly predicted greater relationship satisfaction.
In general, developmental variables of age and attachment were better predictors of 
positive and negative fusion than social variables of social support and outness. This 
research provides more positive conceptualizations of fusion for therapists who work with 
lesbian couples and has vital implications for existing theories about fusion in lesbian 
relationships.
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1CHAPTER I 
Introduction
Every day, lesbians and bisexual women are confronted with a multitude of negative 
judgments about their lives and their romantic relationships with women. For instance, it 
is thought that their romantic relationships are superficial and will not last, that they 
cannot raise healthy children and families, and that their values are immoral. 
Unfortunately in the past, through the emergence of conversion therapies, organized 
psychology has played a leading role in the pathologizing of homosexuality (Brown,
1996). Although more recently, psychologists have tried to counter such homophobia 
with research showing that outcomes for romantic and family relationships of lesbian 
couples are no more negative than for heterosexual couples (Brehm, 1992; Patterson, 
1994), many misperceptions about same-sex relationships persist among psychologists 
today.
One such misperception concerns levels of closeness in lesbian relationships. Lesbian 
relationships have often been labelled as “fused” because they tend to be characterized by 
very high levels of closeness (Zacks, Green & Marrow, 1988). Because early 
psychological literature has always regarded fusion as dysfunctional, high levels of 
intimacy between lesbian partners have come to be labelled as unhealthy (Krestan & 
Bepko, 1980). However, traditional conceptualizations of fusion have tended to blend 
positive and negative types of closeness (Green & Werner, 1996) and as such, have 
overlooked the benefits of high levels of closeness for lesbian partners. Thus, the current 
study proposed a theoretical re-definition of fusion, in which positive and negative 
dimensions of fusion were distinguished and measured separately. Furthermore, this study
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
2examined how specific developmental and social factors influenced women’s tendencies 
to show positive or negative patterns of fusion in their lesbian relationships.
Definitions o f Fusion
In the psychological literature, fusion has been traditionally defined as “a person’s 
state of embeddedness in, of undifferentiation within, the relational context” (Karpel,
1976, p. 67). It is thought to represent a prolonged state of intense intimacy, in which 
members of a couple become so physically and emotionally close that they experience a 
sense of loss of their own individuality or separateness (Bowen, 1966; Pearlman, 1989).
The term fusion has been used interchangeably with such terms as merger (Burch, 
1982; Iguarta, 1998), enmeshment (Pardie & Herb, 1997; Zacks et al., 1988) and 
embeddedness (Karpel, 1976). However, there is some debate as to which term is the 
most appropriate to use. Some advocate use of the term “enmeshment” because it implies 
a temporary state of closeness, which is deemed as less pathological (Pardie & Herb,
1997). Others have consistently used the terms “merger” and “fusion” to indicate a 
permanent state of closeness (Elise, 1986; Iguarta, 1998). Despite evident questioning of 
the labels, the term “fusion” will be maintained and used in the proposed research. 
Although this term has typically carried deeply negative connotations for the dynamics of 
lesbian relationships, it is my contention that it cannot be adequately reclaimed and de- 
pathologized if it is not employed in the first place.
Origin o f Fusion in Theories o f Family Enmeshment
In the family literature, the fusion dynamic has been typically referred to as 
enmeshment (Minuchin, 1974). Family therapists and researchers were some of the first 
to label fusion as dysfunctional when it occurred in family and couple relationships. 
Bowen’s (1966) theory of family relations focused on what he called the “undifferentiated
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
3family ego mass” (p. 355). This refers to a family dynamic in which there is such a lack 
of sufficient self-differentiation among family members that relationships within the 
family tend to cycle between phases of extreme closeness, comfortable closeness, and 
hostile rejection (Bowen, 1966).
Bowen (1966) suggested that fusion occurs in couples when both partners bring their 
dependency needs into the relationship, thereby repeating those dysfunctional 
characteristics of their former family relationships. Both partners are said to therefore 
form a new relationship that pays little attention to individual boundaries, and that results 
in the merging of the two separate selves into a “common self’ (Bowen, 1966, p. 360). 
Such fusion is considered to have a number of harmful outcomes for couples, such as 
creating conflict between partners, and projection of difficulties onto children (Bowen, 
1966). These outcomes have typically encouraged family therapists to view any kind of 
fusion as dysfunctional, and therefore something to be fixed.
The discussion of fusion in the family context has also emphasized the role of 
boundaries among family members and family subsystems. Minuchin (1974) suggested 
that the family consists of organized subsystems (spouse subsystem, sibling subsystem), 
defined by boundaries, which lie on a continuum ranging from diffuse to rigid. If one or 
more family subsystems functions at the diffuse end of the continuum, these family 
relationships are enmeshed (Minuchin, 1974). However, if family relationships function 
at the rigid end of the continuum, they are disengaged (Minuchin, 1974). Both 
enmeshment and disengagement are considered dysfunctional, and healthy relationship 
functioning is postulated to lie in the middle of the continuum (Minuchin, 1974).
Olson’s Circumplex Model (1979) has also influenced greatly the conceptualization 
of aspects of closeness in family and couple relationships. Olson and his colleagues used
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
4the dimensions of cohesion and adaptability to derive a model of 16 kinds of marital and 
family processes (Olson, McCubbin, Barnes, Larsen, Muxen & Wilson, 1983). According 
to the Circumplex model, healthy, functional family relationships consist of moderate and 
balanced levels of cohesion and adaptability (Olson et al., 1983). Similar to Minuchin’s 
(1974) conceptualization, Olson regarded relationships that involved too much cohesion 
as enmeshed, and those that involved too little cohesion as disengaged (Olson et al.,
1983).
These early theories and models of family and relationship functioning are limited in 
their usefulness for explaining the dynamics of lesbian relationships. They are biased in 
their implication that the desire for maintaining independence and differentiation in 
relationships is superior to the desire for closeness and dependence in relationships 
(Zacks et al., 1988). This bias is reflected in Bowen’s (1966) claim that the ability to 
differentiate the self from others shows “the highest levels of human functioning”
(Bowen, 1966, p. 356). Such theories are considered to be androcentric or male-centered 
in their view of relationship functioning because typically, men are the ones to desire the 
“superior” value of independence and women are the ones to desire the “inferior” value of 
closeness. These male-centred theories therefore imply that women’s greater need for 
intimacy and dependence in their relationships is unhealthy. Furthermore, they imply that 
lesbian relationships are dysfunctional because such relationships involve two women 
whose relational styles may lead them to desire intense levels of closeness at the expense 
of individual autonomy.
Fusion in Lesbian Relationships
Fusion has been suggested to be a more frequent problem in lesbian relationships than 
in heterosexual relationships (Berg-Cross, 1988; Krestan & Bepko, 1980; Lindenbaum,
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
51985; Pearlman, 1989). In their clinical work with lesbian couples, Krestan and Bepko 
(1980) found that fusion was the underlying theme in many of the problems lesbian 
couples were reporting. These couples also seemed to experience high levels of anxiety 
when any need for autonomy was expressed (Krestan & Bepko, 1980). In an empirical 
study, Zacks et al. (1988) found that lesbians showed higher levels of cohesion in their 
relationships than did heterosexual couples. Moreover, almost half of the lesbian 
relationships (46%) compared to only 2.9% of the heterosexual relationships were 
characterized as enmeshed (Zacks et al., 1988).
Typically, the literature has depicted lesbians as placing such a high value on 
intimacy, sharing and mutual understanding in their romantic relationships that they 
downplay differences and conflict (Causby, Lockhart, White & Green, 1995). Individual 
partners are said to become so highly attuned to fulfilling each other’s needs and desires 
that their own needs are often compromised (Burch, 1986). Thus, lesbian relationships are 
considered to suffer from a merging of personal identities and a blurring of individual 
boundaries.
When such merging or fusion occurs for prolonged periods of time, or becomes a 
pervasive quality of the relationship, the relationship is said to become dysfunctional 
(Burch, 1985, 1986). Issues often arise when one woman finds the intense intimacy 
threatening and wants to create more distance in the relationship (Burch, 1982). This 
woman might have difficulties with creating distance if her partner perceives the 
behaviour as a rejection or betrayal (Burch, 1982). A sufficient lack of differentiation 
between partners may result in other relational problems such as withdrawal from sexual 
activity, polarization of emotions (Burch, 1986) and low self-esteem (Pearlman, 1989). In 
addition, fusion has been suggested to lead to more severe dysfunctions such as
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
6depression, anxiety and violence in lesbian relationships (Bepko & Johnson, 2000;
Causby et al., 1995; Krestan & Bepko, 1980).
The behaviours of pathologically fused lesbian couples have been portrayed in many 
ways. For instance, couples have been observed as trying to spend most of their leisure 
time together (Causby et al., 1995; Greene et al., 1999), having difficulties in choosing 
and performing separate activities (Elise, 1986), having the same friends and 
acquaintances, sharing professional services such as doctors and therapists, as well as 
sharing material possessions such as clothing, money and cars (Greene et al., 1999).
Burch (1986) indicated that dysfunctional fusion might also be identified in the 
communication patterns of lesbian couples. Such couples are claimed to speak “as if they 
were one person” (p. 60), with one partner often finishing the other’s sentences, 
interrupting when the other is addressed and assuming that she knows what the other is 
thinking (Burch, 1986).
However, some of these characterizations of dysfunctional fusion raise questions 
about the ways in which fusion has been generally defined. For instance, some of the 
behaviours that Greene et al. (1999) depicted as negative fusion (e.g. sharing money and 
having the same friends) are portrayed by other researchers as indicative of lesbians’ 
investment in their relationships (Beals, Impett & Peplau, 2002). Because relationship 
investment is a positive characteristic, such behaviours should not be confused with 
negative fusion behaviours. Lesbians cannot be assumed to be dysfunctionally fused 
when they are simply highly invested in their relationships.
Another concern is that some of these depictions of fusion have arisen only in the 
context of therapy with lesbian couples (Burch, 1986; Krestan & Bepko, 1980), and 
therefore, have not been sufficiently, empirically validated with non-clinical lesbian
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7populations. Furthermore, most of these depictions do not differentiate between what 
could possibly be positive and negative aspects of fusion. Instead, researchers and 
clinicians have labelled all instances of fusion as negative, based on the belief that any 
sort of intense closeness or merging of boundaries and identities in romantic relationships 
is pathological. Although, some researchers have recently attempted to make a distinction 
between positive and negative patterns of closeness in both heterosexual and same-sex 
relationships (Werner & Green, 1999), more research is needed to examine the actual 
behaviours of lesbian partners that might reflect positive or negative closeness.
A final problem with these behavioural depictions of fusion in lesbian relationships is 
that they are based on heterosexual models of relationships (Mencher, 1990). The 
traditional heterosexual conceptualization of a romantic relationship has been one in 
which the woman is dependent and seeks to connect with the man, whereas the man is 
independent and attempts to pull away from the woman (Elise, 1986; Krestan & Bepko, 
1980). Thus, there is said to be a division of emotional roles in heterosexual relationships, 
where the woman offers connectedness and the man offers boundary maintenance (Burch, 
1985). This dynamic is considered as promoting a natural emotional separation between 
opposite sex partners. Thus, according to this heterosexual conceptualization, behaviours 
such as sharing friends and money, as well as spending a lot of time together are often 
perceived as negative because they impede the separate functioning of individual 
partners.
Some have also criticized these notions as male-centered, claiming that they are 
perpetuated by a patriarchal society that elevates values of separateness and autonomy 
over values of dependence and relatedness (Burch, 1985). The ideas that separation is the 
goal of human psychosocial development and that separateness equals maturity, as
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8propagated by early developmental and family theorists (Bowen, 1966; Erikson, 1959; 
Mahler, 1975), are regarded as biased against women and may not accurately reflect 
women’s patterns of emotional development (Miller, 1991; Surrey, 1991).
Theories for Fusion in Lesbian Relationships
Several theories have been postulated for the occurrence of fusion in lesbian 
relationships. Systems theory suggests that it is difficult for lesbian couples to define the 
boundaries of their relationships in a society that does not respect and validate 
homosexuality (Krestan & Bepko, 1980). Lack of societal affirmation is considered to 
cause a sense of loss of control on the part of the couple, and fusion occurs as a direct 
attempt to regain control (Greene et al., 1999; Krestan & Bepko, 1980). Thus, lesbian 
partners turn to each other for validation and support, and look to their relationship as a 
source of protection from society’s predominantly homophobic and heterosexist attitudes 
(Burch, 1986; Greene et al., 1999; Krestan & Bepko, 1980). In this way, lesbian couples 
place demands on the relationship for meeting all emotional and physical needs (Greene 
et al., 1999). This tendency results in a closed relationship, in which partners isolate 
themselves from those around them, and especially from those who are inclined to react 
negatively to the relationship (Krestan & Bepko, 1980). Consequently, partners become 
intimate to the degree that individual boundaries become indistinct, and each partner’s 
autonomy is compromised.
A second theory that has been postulated to explain fusion is that of gender-role 
socialization, specifically, the ways in which women are socialized to view and behave in 
their romantic relationships (Krestan & Bepko, 1978; Peplau, Cochran, Rook & Padesky, 
1978). Traditionally, society has encouraged women to place a higher value on 
dependence than on autonomy in their relationships, and to put the needs of their partners
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
9and children above their own (Krestan & Bepko, 1980). Thus, it is thought that in the 
context of a lesbian relationship, fusion occurs because the desire for closeness and 
dependence is intensified, and neither woman is able to maintain her individuality in the 
relationship (Krestan & Bepko, 1980).
A third theory that has been used to explain why fusion might occur so frequently in 
lesbian relationships is that of gender differences in the developmental process of 
separation-individuation (Chodorow, 1978). According to this theory, because mother and 
daughter share the similarity of being female, a daughter’s process of separation from her 
mother is never as complete as a son’s (Chodorow, 1978). This leads to boundary 
confusion and a lack of separateness between mother and daughter (Chodorow, 1978). 
Thus, as girls grow into women, they learn to “experience themselves.. .as having more 
permeable ego boundaries... [and] come to define themselves more in relation to others” 
(Chodorow, 1978, p. 93). According to Chodorow (1978), a woman’s pattern of 
separation-individuation has both its advantages and disadvantages for a lesbian 
relationship. Whereas it results in a greater ability for lesbian partners to relate intimately 
to each other, it also makes it difficult for each partner to maintain her autonomy within 
the relationship, resulting in the tendency for the couple to become fused (Chodorow, 
1978).
A final theory for fusion in lesbian relationships has to do with the development and 
growth of the relationship itself. Pearlman (1989) proposed two stages in the development 
of the lesbian relationship. The first stage is one in which intense bonding occurs, 
resulting in the loss of individuality and ego boundaries (Pearlman, 1989). In the second 
stage of the relationship however, partners begin to re-define their individual boundaries 
and often feel the need to be more separate from each other (Pearlman, 1989). According
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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to these theories, intermittent fusion that occurs in the initial stage of a relationship is 
natural and beneficial for partners as well as for the relationship (Burch, 1982; Pearlman, 
1989). However, fusion becomes dysfunctional when it is prolonged into the second and 
following stages of the relationship and the couple is unable to achieve differentiation due 
to denial of differences and avoidance of conflict (Colwell, 1988; Igartua, 1998;
Pearlman, 1989).
Although they seem to be able to explain the occurrence of fusion in lesbian 
relationships, all of the above theories contain problems in their rationale and their 
implications. One major concern is that each theory by itself simply cannot explain or 
account for all the factors that might influence a lesbian couple to be fused. For instance, 
if systems theory is completely accurate in its explanation that fusion occurs in lesbian 
relationships due to the lack of validation from society for these relationships, then why is 
it that gay male relationships are not also typically labelled as being fused? In fact, gay 
male relationships are often stereotyped as being the opposite to lesbian relationships, in 
terms of intimacy, in that they are often labelled as being too disengaged (Krestan & 
Bepko, 1980).
A problem inherent to theories of gender-role socialization and separation- 
individuation is their implication that women’s patterns of psychosocial development are 
pathological because they create the potential for women to be fused in their 
relationships, especially in their lesbian relationships. Thus, such theories place 
undeserved criticism on women for socialization and developmental processes that, even 
if they do actually occur in the specified ways, are not consciously chosen nor controlled 
by women. Moreover, they imply criticism of a lesbian sexual identity, by suggesting that
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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women’s ‘developmental problems’ are manifested most when they form sexually 
intimate relationships with each other.
Moreover, such models and theories about patterns of closeness in relationships are 
based on the assumption that intimacy has to be reached at the expense of autonomy, and 
that the two cannot exist together. However, it is important to consider that the norms of 
lesbian relationships may be different from those of heterosexual relationships (Bepko & 
Johnson, 2000). Schreurs and Buunk (1996) found that for lesbian couples, intimacy and 
autonomy were not correlated, and couples were able to achieve intimacy without having 
their autonomy reduced. Thus, it may be that perhaps lesbian couples can achieve both 
high levels of intimacy and high levels of autonomy simultaneously.
Re-defining Fusion
The inherent bias in the manner in which fusion in lesbian couples was characterized 
and viewed in early psychological literature has led to a renewed interest in re-examining 
and re-defining notions of fusion. Hence, many efforts have been made to de-pathologize 
the occurrence of fusion in lesbian relationships by emphasizing the strengths and 
benefits that fusion might also have for lesbian couples (Burch, 1985; Greene et al., 1999; 
Green & Werner, 1996; Mencher & Slater, 1991; Pardie & Herb, 1997). Burch (1982, 
1985, 1986) suggested that women cycle through phases of fusion with and separation 
from their partners, and that this cycle is an important process in the development of both 
the relationship and each partner’s self-identity. Other authors have suggested that fusion 
in lesbian couples represents an adaptive and functional response that serves to protect the 
couple’s identity and boundaries in a typically homophobic and hostile environment 
(Greene et al., 1999; Mencher & Slater, 1991).
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Some feminist authors have rallied for the use of female-centered models of 
psychosocial development for understanding women’s relationship needs and behaviours 
(Jordan, Kaplan, Miller, Stiver & Surrey, 1991; Mencher, 1990). Female-centered models 
view women’s self-identity as being shaped by and developed within a relational context 
(Miller, 1991; Surrey, 1991). Thus for women, the goal of psychosocial development 
might be the ability to relate intimately with others, rather than maintaining autonomy 
from others. Most importantly, although they may be different, women’s capacities for 
greater relatedness and intimacy should not be regarded as inferior to men’s capacities for 
greater differentiation and individuation (Miller, 1991; Surrey, 1991). Thus, if women’s 
self-identity is viewed as developing within a relational context, fusion might be regarded 
as a natural occurrence in women’s lesbian relationships (Mencher, 1990). It might also 
be considered a positive form of intimacy, in the context of a lesbian relationship, because 
fusion may not always imply a loss o f individuality, and because diffusion of boundaries 
may not always be experienced as negative.
As mentioned earlier, some authors have also heavily criticized the tendency in 
psychological research to base the dynamics of lesbian relationships, particularly patterns 
of intimacy and fusion, on heterosexual norms and models of relationships (Bepko & 
Johnson, 2000; Igartua, 1998). Traditional heterosexual norms mandate that ‘healthy’ 
relationships require a constant balance of autonomy and intimacy, which is naturally 
provided by the male-female dynamic (Burch, 1985). However, when such norms are 
applied to the dynamics of lesbian relationships, lesbian relationships are regarded as 
deviant, and fusion is viewed as dysfunctional because fusion naturally digresses from the 
autonomy-intimacy balance (Igartua, 1998).
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Therapists and clinicians have been widely criticized for and cautioned against 
promoting heterosexual models as the standard for all relationship types (Biaggio, Coan 
& Adams, 2002; Igartua, 1998). In therapy with lesbian couples, therapists have often 
pathologized positive patterns of intimacy simply because these patterns do not conform 
to traditional heterosexual norms (Green & Werner, 1996). Biaggio et al. (2002) have 
urged therapists to recognize that evidence of higher levels of intimacy and cohesion in 
lesbian couples may simply be a reflection of high degrees of trust and commitment. 
Therapists have also been encouraged to familiarize themselves with the unique and 
specific aspects of lesbian relationships and women’s development, as well as to avoid 
making assumptions about what a lesbian couple’s problems might be (Biaggio et al., 
2002; Igartua, 1998; Murphy, 1992). It is also important to recognize that some lesbian 
couples may simply enjoy spending a lot of time together and may be able to resolve 
issues of sharing activities and time much more easily than heterosexual couples (Finch, 
1999). This could be due to as simple an explanation as lesbian partners potentially 
having more common interests than opposite sex partners. These possibilities remain to 
be explored in future research.
Empirical Research on Fusion
In the past, much of the literature on fusion in lesbian relationships has been 
theoretical and has originated from observations of lesbian couples in therapy (Krestan & 
Bepko, 1980). More recently, researchers have begun studying the notion of lesbian 
couple fusion empirically, in an effort to provide more valid and accurate accounts of 
how and why fusion occurs. These researchers have made efforts to examine fusion 
among non-clinical lesbian populations, claiming that past theory on fusion has been 
biased by focussing mainly on couples in therapy (Hill, 1999). Some studies have also
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been interested in comparing fusion in lesbian couples with fusion in heterosexual 
couples (Greene et al., 1999; Homstein, 1996).
What have such empirical studies discovered about fusion in lesbian relationships, 
and have the findings conformed to past theoretical conceptualizations of fusion? On the 
one hand, some studies have found that fusion does not occur significantly more 
frequently and intensely in lesbian relationships than in heterosexual and gay male 
relationships (Colwell, 1988; Greene et al., 1999; Homstein, 1996). In fact, when fusion 
was actually found in lesbian relationships, it was reported to exist at only moderate 
levels (Causby et al., 1995; Greene et al., 1999) and to be comparable to levels of fusion 
in heterosexual couples as well (Green et al., 1999).
On the other hand, other studies have found lesbian couples to have much higher 
levels of cohesion (Zacks et al., 1988), as well as emotional and recreational intimacy 
than heterosexual couples (Schreurs & Buunk, 1995). Lesbian couples have also been 
reported to have less of a fear of intimacy than heterosexual women (Homstein, 1996). 
Furthermore, lesbian couples with high degrees of intimacy and cohesion have often 
reported being just as satisfied with their relationships as heterosexual couples (Eldridge 
& Gilbert, 1990; Greene et al., 1999; Kurdek & Schmitt, 1986; Mencher, 1984; Peplau, 
Cochran, Rook & Padesky, 1978; Schreurs & Buunk, 1995, 1996), and in some cases, 
have even reported being more satisfied than heterosexual couples (Zacks et al., 1988). 
Thus, the evidence indicates that, although high levels of intimacy and closeness are 
generally desired in lesbian relationships, only moderate levels of fusion are actually 
reported in these relationships. These studies have clearly distinguished between intimacy 
and fusion, and have placed fusion on its own continuum with moderate levels of fusion
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being healthy and high levels of fusion being labelled as pathological (Causby et al.,
1995; Greene et al., 1999).
In order to obtain a better understanding of fusion in lesbian couples, researchers have 
attempted to examine several variables in relation to fusion. In addition to relationship 
satisfaction (Finch, 1999; Greene et al., 1999), these variables have included social 
support (Hill, 1999; Homstein, 1996; Roper, 1997), outness (Hill, 1999; Roper, 1997), 
attachment style (McBain, 2000), age (Greene et al., 1999; Homstein, 1996), length of the 
relationship (Greene et al., 1999; Homstein, 1996), intimacy and closeness (Blyth & 
Straker, 1996; Greene et al., 1999), conflict and physical violence (Causby et al., 1995), 
frequency of sexual contact (Blyth & Straker, 1996; Homstein, 1996), dependency 
(Greene et al., 1999), and autonomy (Greene et al., 1999). The variables of particular 
interest to the current study are age, attachment style, social support, outness, and 
relationship satisfaction.
Age
The two studies that have specifically examined how age relates to fusion in lesbian 
relationships have found that older women reported less fusion in their relationships than 
did younger women (Greene et al., 1999; Homstein, 1996). Levitz-Jones and Orlofsky 
(1985) reported that in their sample of predominantly heterosexual, college-aged women, 
almost 60% of women “exhibited a high degree of needfulness, ambivalence, and 
enmeshment in their relationships” (p. 167-168). Thus, it appears that patterns of fusion 
may be exhibited in the relationships of young, heterosexual women as well. This 
suggests the possibility that fusion is more closely related to the age and therefore, the 
psychological maturity of the individual, than to issues of sexual orientation or gender
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socialization. However, so far, no theories about fusion in lesbian relationships have 
considered and included age as a factor.
Greene et al. (1999) have suggested that, because younger lesbians have not had as 
much time as older lesbians to develop external support systems that would protect them 
from a hostile and homophobic society, they might experience more difficulty in coping 
with negative reactions toward their sexual orientation. Thus, younger lesbians may be 
more likely than older lesbians to view their relationship as their only source of protection 
and support, and thereby may be more likely to become fused with their partners. By this 
explanation, Greene et al. (1999) have suggested that the relationship between age and 
fusion might provide support for systems theory for fusion.
Attachment Style
Bowlby (1977) suggested that the attachment system developed in order to preserve 
the child’s proximity to the caregiver when the child was faced with danger or threat. 
Thus, the attachment system not only ensures the child’s survival in a potentially 
threatening environment, but it also provides the child with a secure base from which he 
or she can explore and learn about the environment (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 
1978). Bowlby (1973) thought that over time, children would internalize their experiences 
with their primary caregivers to form internal working models of attachment. These 
working models would be based on children’s perceptions of the self and perceptions of 
others, and would become the standard by which children judged and behaved in their 
close relationships with others (Bowlby, 1973).
Based on Bowlby’s theory of attachment, Mary Ainsworth (1978) derived three main 
attachment patterns that an infant could have with his or her caregiver: Secure, Anxious- 
ambivalent and Avoidant. Today this three-group conceptualization o f attachment is
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
17
widely applied and investigated in much of the research on attachment styles. One of its 
most important applications and extensions is to the study of adult attachment. Because 
an underlying principle of attachment theory is that infant attachment relationships 
provide a model for other relationships throughout the individual’s life (Bowlby, 1973, 
1977), several researchers have seen it fit to investigate the stability and continuity of 
attachment patterns, and to apply these patterns to understanding people’s behaviours in 
romantic relationships (Collins & Read, 1990; Feeney & Noller, 1990; Hazan & Shaver, 
1987). Such behaviours have become known as adult attachment behaviours.
Hazan and Shaver (1987) were among the first to relate infant attachment styles to 
adult attachment in romantic relationships. They developed a measure of three adult 
attachment categories that corresponded to Ainsworth’s (1978) attachment patterns. Thus, 
adults were also classified as secure, anxious-ambivalent, and avoidant in their romantic 
relationships (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Subsequent studies using this measure of adult 
attachment have shown that persons who are insecurely attached, that is, those with 
avoidant and anxious-ambivalent attachment styles, tend to have more difficulties in and 
report being less satisfied with their relationships than those who are securely attached 
(Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Collins & Read, 1990; Feeney & Noller, 1990; Hazan & 
Shaver, 1987).
In 1990, Kim Bartholomew proposed an expansion of Hazan and Shaver’s (1987) 
typology of adult attachment. Her proposed typology was based on Bowlby’s (1973) 
notion that the child’s internal representations of relationships or working models were 
products of models of the self and models of the other. Hence, she developed a four- 
category typology of adult attachment based on the interactions of positive and negative 
models of self and other (see Appendix A) (Bartholomew, 1990). The four attachment
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classifications consisted of: Secure, Preoccupied, Fearful and Dismissing (Bartholomew, 
1990; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). This new model of adult attachment split Hazan 
and Shaver’s (1987) avoidant classification into two groups of avoidant persons: people 
who desire intimacy, but are afraid of being rejected and so avoid closeness in their 
relationships (fearful); and people who claim not to desire close relationships or intimacy 
at all (dismissing). The secure and preoccupied categories correspond to Hazan and 
Shaver’s (1987) secure and anxious-ambivalent styles respectively.
According to this typology, secure individuals are characterized as having positive 
models of both self and other. Such persons have a strong sense of self-worth, are 
generally comfortable with intimacy in their relationships, and are able to maintain 
autonomy within their relationships (Bartholomew, 1990; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 
1991). A secure attachment has also been related to greater relationship interdependence, 
trust, and satisfaction (Simpson, 1990).
Preoccupied people are thought to have a negative image of self and a positive image 
of other. They are usually characterized as overly dependent in their relationships and 
possessing strong feelings of unworthiness (Bartholomew, 1990). Preoccupied people 
also tend to be more hypervigilant and become easily jealous in their close relationships 
than people of other attachment styles (Buunk, 1997; Sharpsteen & Kirkpatrick, 1997).
Fearful individuals are those who possess a negative image of both self and other. 
Although they often desire intimate relationships, they avoid such relationships out of a 
fear of rejection and a mistrust of others (Bartholomew, 1990; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 
1991). Fearful people have been found to score low on self-disclosure, self-confidence 
and level of romantic involvement (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
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Dismissing people have a positive image of self and a negative image of other. They 
perceive themselves as completely self-reliant and so often downplay the importance of 
having close relationships (Bartholomew, 1990; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). When 
faced with rejection by attachment figures dismissing people maintain their positive self­
view by distancing themselves from their partners (Bartholomew, 1990). In this way, the 
dismissing attachment style has sometimes been described as a defensive style (Cassidy 
& Kobak, 1988).
Researchers have successfully related adult attachment to other variables relevant to 
romantic relationships. These variables have included trust (Simpson, 1990), commitment 
(Simpson, 1990), intimacy (Greenfield & Thelen, 1997; Senchak & Leonard, 1992), 
interdependence (Simpson, 1990), relationship aggression (Senchak & Leonard, 1992), 
and satisfaction (Collins & Read, 1990; Feeney & Noller, 1990). However, most of the 
research examines these dynamics in heterosexual romantic relationships. Generally, 
research on adult attachment with lesbian and gay male populations is scarce.
Greenfield and Thelen (1997) however, sought to examine the association between 
adult attachment and fear of intimacy in a gay and lesbian population. They found that 
lesbians with anxious/ambivalent and avoidant attachment styles had a greater fear of 
intimacy than did those with a secure attachment (Greenfield & Thelen, 1997). They also 
found that gay men with avoidant attachments had a greater fear of intimacy than did 
those with secure or anxious-ambivalent attachments (Greenfield & Thelen, 1997). These 
findings provide validation for the adult attachment classifications regarding how 
intimacy in relationships is perceived.
Studying the association between adult attachment and fear of intimacy in lesbian 
couples might conceivably provoke a study of how attachment relates to fusion in these
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couples. This is because, although fusion and intimacy have been found not to be the 
same constructs (Blyth & Straker, 1996), they would possibly have many behavioural 
characteristics in common. Thus far, only one unpublished study has examined the 
association between adult attachment and fusion in lesbian relationships. McBain (2000) 
found that women with anxious-ambivalent attachment styles indicated high levels of 
fusion in their relationships. Levitz-Jones and Orlofsky (1985) also investigated the 
relationship between attachment and patterns of intimacy and fusion, although they used a 
population of heterosexual women. This study placed fusion at the extreme end of an 
intimacy continuum. The authors found that women with more severe, anxious 
attachments reported either greater enmeshment (fusion) or lower intimacy in their 
relationships than women with milder anxious attachments (Levitz-Jones & Orlofsky, 
1985).
As McBain (2000) suggests, examining adult attachment as it relates to fusion 
contributes to our further understanding of how and why fusion might occur in lesbian 
couples, and indeed in heterosexual couples as well. This understanding would be 
especially helpful in clinical settings, such as therapy with lesbian couples, who are 
experiencing problems directly related to fusion (McBain, 2000). Moreover, the study of 
the association between attachment and fusion provides a discussion of how individual 
differences and psychological characteristics might contribute to fusion in lesbian 
relationships. Thus far, theories explaining the occurrence of fusion in lesbian 
relationships have focussed mainly on social factors, specifically the ways in which 
women are socialized and the impact of society’s homophobic reactions. Although it is 
vital to acknowledge the influence of social forces and societal reactions, it is important
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to examine how psychological and developmental characteristics of the individual might 
also have an impact on fusion in lesbian relationships.
Social Support
Social support has been defined as “perceived or actual instrumental and/or 
expressive provisions supplied by the community, social networks, and confiding 
partners” (Lin, 1986, p. 18). Social support can be received from different sources such as 
friends, family, and significant others (Zimet, Dahlem, Zimet, & Farley, 1988). In 
addition, social support has been thought to serve different functions such as providing 
reassurance of worth, guidance, opportunities for social integration and caretaking, a 
sense of security, and material assistance (Weiss, 1974).
Social support has long been regarded as a coping resource for individuals, and 
research has shown that as long as it is perceived to be available and adequate, it can lead 
to greater individual physical and psychological well-being (Cohen & Wills, 1985). The 
amount of perceived social support appears to be generally similar for both lesbian and 
heterosexual women (Wayment & Peplau, 1995). However, small differences have been 
found between lesbian and heterosexual women in their reported sources of social 
support.
Kurdek (1988) found that lesbians identified friends and romantic partners as being 
more supportive than family members and co-workers, whereas, heterosexual persons 
reported partners and family members to be more supportive than friends. Homstein
(1996) also showed that lesbians sought more support from friends, whereas heterosexual 
women sought more support from family members. These findings are conceivable given 
that family reactions to homosexuality and coming out tend to be more strongly negative 
than the reactions of friends. However, Olson (1988) found that support from friends and
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family members were most predictive of lesbians’ psychological well-being. Thus, 
although women in lesbian relationships report receiving less support from family 
members than from friends and partners, they still seem to value the importance of 
receiving support from family members.
Lesbian and heterosexual women also seem to differ in the kind of social support they 
receive from their support networks. For example, Wayment and Peplau (1995) found 
that lesbian women’s psychological well-being was most significantly impacted by 
support defined as reassurance of worth, whereas heterosexual women’s well-being was 
most impacted by guidance support. Reassurance of worth is support that provides a sense 
of being competent and appreciated for one’s abilities and social roles (Weiss, 1974). 
Guidance support is support from trustworthy people, who offer advice and counsel 
(Weiss, 1974).
Wayment and Peplau (1995) suggest that reassurance of worth may be more valuable 
to lesbians because it makes them feel accepted and admired for who they truly are, 
especially in a world that generally does not validate homosexuality. Despite this, Roper
(1997) found that for her sample of lesbians, being out to friends was not necessary to 
feeling supported by them (Roper, 1997). Furthermore, she found low correlations 
between overall social support and support of lesbian identity, implying that perhaps 
these two types of social support serve different functions. Roper (1997) speculates that, 
for lesbians, social support may have greater value as an assurance of one’s worth as a 
woman, than as a validation of one’s sexual orientation. These differences are intriguing, 
because they question the value of being out to social support networks for lesbians’ 
psychological well-being.
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Because systems theory has generally focussed on the impact of the social 
environment on lesbian couples’ tendencies toward fusion (Krestan & Bepko, 1980), 
social support has been examined as an important factor in relation to fusion in lesbian 
relationships. Generally, findings support the notion that less support and validation from 
one’s social environment is associated with increased fusion in romantic relationships 
(Homstein, 1996; Roper, 1997). These findings are suggested to indicate that as women 
perceive having greater support and affirmation from friends, family and co-workers, they 
put less pressure on their romantic relationships for providing for all of their emotional 
needs (Homstein, 1996; Roper, 1997). However, given that these findings are all 
correlational, Roper (1997) has suggested that the relationship between social support and 
fusion may work in the opposite direction. Thus, she speculates that women who are less 
fused with their partners may have more time to invest in and spend with their friends, 
family and co-workers, and hence, may perceive receiving greater social support from 
these networks (Roper, 1997).
Despite these findings for negative associations between social support and fusion, 
some researchers have found that even when lesbian women have available, adequate and 
positive social support networks, they still have fused relationships (Krieger, 1983). 
Furthermore, some studies have found that less perceived social support do not result in 
fusion for lesbian couples (Colwell, 1988). Given the numerous inconsistencies in the 
literature, it is important to continue examining the association that social support might 
have with fusion in lesbian relationships.
Outness
Every day, gay, lesbian and bisexual individuals are forced to deal with the 
consequences of coming and being out in a society that is, for the most part, intolerant of
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homosexuality. Whereas some choose to remain “closeted,” that is, to not disclose then- 
sexual orientation to others, others choose to completely “come out of the closet.” 
Additionally, some people are more selective in to whom they disclose their sexual 
orientation. Although, the state of being out has been labelled in a variety of ways, for the 
purposes of the proposed study, the term “outness” will be used.
Outness has been associated with both benefits and costs for gay and lesbian 
individuals (Beals & Peplau, 2001). Some of the identified risks and costs include 
rejection by family of origin, loss of custody of one’s children, and being a victim of gay 
and lesbian bashing (Cohen & Savin-Williams, 1996). For this reason, many gay men, 
lesbians and bisexual women choose to either remain fully closeted, or to be out as much 
as they can be without risking harm to themselves. However, several benefits have also 
been shown to occur as a result of coming out to friends, family and co-workers. These 
include higher self-esteem, less anxiety (Jordan & Deluty, 1998), overall improved 
psychological health (Kahn, 1991), and physical health (Cole, Kemeny, Taylor, & 
Visscher, 1996).
Outness has also often been examined in the context of romantic relationships. Its 
associations with relationship satisfaction and relationship quality have been explored in 
many studies with lesbian couples (Beals & Peplau, 2001; Caron & Ulin, 1997; Eldridge 
& Gilbert, 1990; Green et al., 1996; Murphy, 1989). These studies have sometimes 
produced inconsistent findings regarding whether outness is at all related to relationship 
quality and satisfaction. Whereas some studies so far have shown that outness is not 
related to either relationship satisfaction (Eldridge & Gilbert, 1990; Green et al., 1996) or 
relationship quality (Beals & Peplau, 2001), other studies have found support for a 
positive association between the two (Caron & Ulin, 1997; Murphy, 1989).
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The concept of outness is very closely related to the concept of social support, 
because the degree to which one is out to one’s social networks will determine the 
amount of support one can receive from these networks for one’s sexual orientation and 
romantic relationships (Caron & Ulin, 1997; Roper, 1997). For example, Jordan and 
Deluty (1998) found that higher levels of outness were related to greater perceived social 
support. In this manner, outness can also be related to fusion in lesbian couples. Similar to 
the argument for the impact of social support, authors have postulated that lesbians who 
have to remain closeted about their identity and relationships will be more fused in their 
relationships (Krestan & Bepko, 1980). Indeed, this is conceivable, because lesbians who 
are not out to their friends, family or co-workers cannot turn to these people for support, 
advice or comfort regarding their romantic relationships. Given that their partners are the 
only ones to whom they are out, these women may end up being too dependent on the 
relationship for providing all emotional support. This may be a partial explanation for 
Homstein’s (1996) finding that during times of conflict with their partner, lesbian women 
turned more to the partner for support than did heterosexual women.
Very few studies have actually related outness to fusion in lesbian relationships 
however. Through interviews with eight lesbian couples, Hill (1999) found that even 
when some lesbian couples were faced with rejection by family members for their sexual 
orientation they were able to turn to their friends for support. Thus, they placed less 
pressure on the relationship for providing complete emotional support in such a 
distressing situation. Consequently, Hill (1999) found that her sample of lesbian couples 
was not generally characterized by fusion. In addition, Roper (1997) found that outness 
was not, at all, related to fusion in lesbian couples nor was it related to higher levels of 
healthy intimacy. In summary, it seems that outness in general may not lead to or affect
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fusion in lesbian relationships. However, given the lack of research into this association, 
more consistent findings may be needed before firm conclusions can be drawn.
Fusion as Intrusiveness and Closeness-Caregiving
Efforts to de-pathologize fusion have led some researchers to revise the ways in 
which the concept of fusion is operationalized and defined. Green and Werner (1996) 
claimed that both Minuchin’s (1974, 1978) and Olson’s (1993) uses of the term 
enmeshment to signify forms of closeness in family relationships confused two 
conceptually different and contradictory notions. Specifically, they cited instances where 
Minuchin (1978) defined enmeshment as both a lack of self-other differentiation and a 
form of greater closeness and caregiving in relationships (Green & Werner, 1996). 
Furthermore, they criticized Olson’s (1993) characterization of enmeshment as high 
levels of closeness and, in reference to newlywed couples, as “being in love and enjoying 
spending maximum time together” (Olson, 1993, p. 117-118).
Green and Werner (1996) suggested that these previous definitions of enmeshment 
have blended both positive and negative types closeness, and have resulted in the 
mislabelling of positive closeness as a negative occurrence. They suggest that negative 
types of closeness would be best termed as intrusiveness, and positive types as closeness- 
caregiving, and that although these two notions may be interrelated, they should be 
assessed as separate aspects of relationship functioning. Consequently, Green and Werner
(1996) defined intrusiveness as behaviours that reflect a lack of adequate self and other 
differentiation, such as extreme anxiety upon separation from a loved one, jealousy, and 
possessiveness (Green & Werner, 1996). Moreover, they defined closeness-caregiving as 
behaviours that reflect warmth, physical intimacy, and spending quality time together 
(Green & Werner, 1996).
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The authors subsequently developed a measure of family functioning called the 
California Inventory for Family Assessment (CIFA; Werner & Green, 1999), which 
measures the dimensions of intrusiveness and closeness-caregiving separately, and which 
is being increasingly used in research with lesbian couples (Finch, 1999; Roper, 1997). In 
addition to Green and Werner (1996), Roper (1997) and Finch (1999) have acknowledged 
that in the past, the issue of fusion in lesbian relationships has been characterized as 
generally negative, and that researchers and clinicians have not typically paid attention to 
potential positive aspects of closeness. However, none of these authors explicitly suggest 
that the concept of fusion be characterized by two separate constructs, at the same time as 
maintaining the label of fusion. They merely use the terms intrusiveness and closeness- 
caregiving to denote two separate lesbian relationship dynamics.
Some authors have suggested not using the terms fusion or merger at all to signify the 
intimacy dynamics of lesbian relationships (Pardie & Herb, 1997) because the term itself 
is riddled with negative connotations. However, I believe in the importance of 
maintaining the terms that are typically used in the literature, and attempting to reclaim 
their meanings through clarification of definitions and operationalizations. Hence, I 
proposed a theoretical re-definition of the term fusion that maintains the label, but defines 
it more specifically as encompassing separate intrusiveness (negative fusion) and 
closeness-caregiving (positive fusion) behaviours. Moreover, I suggested that if the term 
fusion is used in research with lesbian couples, researchers should specify whether they 
mean positive or negative fusion. This would perhaps help to re-define current notions of 
fusion by ensuring that positive aspects of closeness are not confused with negative 
aspects of closeness, and that couples who are positively fused are not regarded by 
clinicians as dysfunctional and in need of help (Finch, 1999; Roper, 1997).
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Measurement Issues
Using Werner and Green’s (1999) measure of intrusiveness and closeness-caregiving 
to operationalize negative and positive fusion also improves on previous measures of 
fusion in lesbian relationships. For instance, Causby et al.’s (1995) and Greene et al.’s 
(1999) measure of fusion was clearly developed under the assumption that fusion was 
solely negative. The 9-item measure includes items that could be questioned in the extent 
to which they really indicate any kind of fusion at all, but especially negative fusion. For 
example, as already mentioned, some of the items ask about behaviours such as sharing 
money and friends (Greene et al., 1999), which are labelled as negative fusion in this 
context, but referred to as ordinary relationship investment behaviours in other contexts 
(Beals et al., 2002).
Other measures of fusion include Colwell’s (1988) Merger/Disengagement Scale and 
the Personal Authority in the Family System Questionnaire (McBain, 2000). Although 
these measures demonstrate good reliability, they also do not make clear distinctions 
between what might be positive and negative aspects of fusion. Thus, continued use of 
Werner and Green’s (1999) measure will aid the re-definition of fusion, such that healthy 
and unhealthy aspects of lesbian relationships are not confused.
Research Questions
In summary, this study proposed a modification of the way fusion has been typically 
conceptualized in the psychological literature. I defined fusion as consisting of two 
separate dimensions: intrusiveness and closeness-caregiving. These dimensions have been 
postulated to represent, respectively, negative and positive patterns of closeness in 
intimate and family relationships (Green & Werner, 1996). This study investigated how 
particular developmental and social factors might relate to patterns of intrusiveness and
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closeness-caregiving demonstrated by women in lesbian relationships. Age and adult 
attachment style were examined as developmental variables, and perceived social support 
and outness were examined as social variables.
Although adult attachment has been previously explored in relation to fusion in 
lesbian couples (McBain, 2000), as well as in relation to dimensions of intrusiveness and 
closeness-caregiving in heterosexual couples (Canon, 1999), this study provided an 
extension to this area of research because it examined specifically, how Bartholomew’s 
(1990) typology of adult attachment was related to patterns of intrusiveness and 
closeness-caregiving in lesbian relationships. The variables of age, social support and 
outness have also been previously studied in relation to fusion in lesbian relationships. 
However, the research has been sparse and sometimes inconsistent, and so further 
replication and extension of research was considered important. Finally, this study aimed 
to replicate past findings on the relationship between relationship satisfaction and 
closeness-caregiving among lesbian couples (Finch, 1999; Roper, 1997).
Hypotheses
Predicting Intrusiveness
I expected that age, attachment, social support, and outness would be significant 
predictors of intrusiveness. Regarding age, I predicted that women who were older would 
show less intrusiveness toward their partners. This hypothesis was based on Greene et 
al.’s (1999) and Homstein’s (1996) findings that older women reported less fusion in their 
relationships.
Regarding attachment, because a preoccupied attachment is associated with being 
overly involved and dependent in romantic relationships (Bartholomew, 1990), it was 
anticipated that women with a preoccupied attachment would show greater intrusiveness
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in their relationships than women with other attachments. This hypothesis was grounded 
in Green and Werner’s (1996) speculation that an anxious-ambivalent attachment style 
might be associated with greater intrusiveness, and McBain’s (2000) finding that women 
with anxious-ambivalent attachments reported higher fusion in their relationships. 
Although, McBain (2000) did not define fusion as intrusiveness specifically, her 
operationalization of fusion as negative was similar to Green and Werner’s (1996) 
intrusiveness concept. Moreover, the anxious-ambivalent attachment type has been shown 
to be conceptually similar to Bartholomew’s preoccupied type (Bartholomew & Shaver, 
1998).
Regarding social support, I hypothesized that women with greater support from 
friends and family would show lesser intrusiveness in their relationships. The rationale 
for this hypothesis stemmed from theories suggesting that fusion results from a lack of 
validation and support from social networks outside of the relationship (Krestan &
Bepko, 1980). This hypothesis was also based on past studies showing that lesser 
perceived social support was associated with greater merger in lesbian relationships 
(Homstein, 1996).
Regarding outness, it was anticipated that women who were more out to social 
networks would show lesser intrusiveness in their relationships. This finding was 
expected despite previous suggestions that outness was not related to intrusiveness 
(Roper, 1997). This hypothesis was based on the rationale that outness might be related to 
social support, such that women who perceive greater social support from friends and 
family might also be more out to these social networks (Jordan & Deluty, 1998).
However, because of the lack of empirical support in the literature for the association 
between outness and intrusiveness this hypothesis was exploratory.
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Predicting Closeness-Caregiving
I hypothesized that attachment style and social support would be significant predictors 
of closeness-caregiving. Regarding attachment, I expected that women with secure and 
preoccupied attachment styles would show greater closeness-caregiving in their 
relationships than women with other attachment styles. The hypothesis for secure 
attachment was grounded Green and Werner’s (1996) speculation that high levels of 
closeness-caregiving could be associated with a secure attachment, as well as research 
findings that secure persons are able to achieve and be comfortable with intimacy in their 
relationships (Bartholomew, 1990). The hypothesis for preoccupied attachment was 
exploratory, and was based on the notion that because preoccupied persons place such a 
high value on having relationships (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) they might desire 
and show high levels of closeness with their partners, in addition to perhaps showing high 
levels of intrusiveness.
Additionally, I hypothesized that because women with dismissing and fearful 
attachments tend to avoid intimacy with partners these women would demonstrate lower 
levels of closeness-caregiving in their relationships than women of other attachment 
styles. This expectation was also based on Green and Werner’s (1996) speculation that 
lower levels of closeness-caregiving might be associated with an avoidant attachment.
Regarding social support, I predicted that women who perceived greater support from 
friends and family would show greater closeness-caregiving in their relationships. The 
rationale for this hypothesis stemmed from Roper’s (1997) findings that support from 
friends was related to closeness-caregiving. However, because Roper’s (1997) findings 
were only of marginal significance and because Roper examined closeness-caregiving
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received from partners, instead of closeness-caregiving given to partners, my hypothesis 
for this relationship was exploratory.
Predicting Relationship Satisfaction
I hypothesized that closeness-caregiving would significantly predict relationship 
satisfaction. Thus, women who showed greater closeness-caregiving in their relationships 
were expected to report greater satisfaction with those relationships. This hypothesis was 
based on past research, which has found that higher levels of cohesion are associated with 
greater satisfaction in lesbian relationships (Zacks et al., 1988). Moreover, it was 
reasonable to expect that because closeness caregiving results in positive outcomes for 
people in relationships, it would result in psychological well-being and happiness for the 
woman who demonstrated it.
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CHAPTER II 
Method
Participants
Participants were 77 women between the ages of 18 and 62 years (M  = 36.9, SD = 
10.85). At the time of participation, all women had been involved in a romantic 
relationship with another woman for at least 3 months (M =  73.14 months, SD = 64.55). 
The majority of women in the sample were lesbian, Caucasian, non-religious, highly 
educated, and employed with a middle income level (details in Table 1). Thirteen percent 
of the sample consisted of students. Of these students 40% had additional jobs. 
Approximately 60% of the sample reported living in the Ontario cities of Toronto 
(33.8%), Kingston (10.4%), Windsor (9%), and Ottawa (6.5%), whereas 6.5% lived in 
New Brunswick, and 1% lived in Alberta. The rest of the women reported living in towns 
and cities throughout Ontario. Eighty percent of women lived with their partners, and of 
these women, 13 % also lived with their children. Twenty-nine percent of women had 
children, and of these women, 17 % had children who were biological, 4 % had children 
who were adopted, and 5 % had children who were step-children. The response rate for 
this study was 40.3% (with 191 surveys distributed and 77 returned).
Table 1 also provides some demographic information that was collected about 
participants’ partners. Partners were between the ages of 23 and 61 years (M = 36.81, SD 
= 9.36). Similar to participants, the majority of partners were lesbian, Caucasian, non­
religious, highly educated, and employed with a middle income level (details in Table 1).
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Table 1
Summary o f Demographic Characteristics o f  Participants and their Partners
Characteristic n
Participant
% n
Partner
%
Sexual Orientation
Lesbian/Gay/Dyke 63 81.8 70 90.9
Bisexual 6 7.8 4 5.2
Queer 6 7.8 1 1.3
Undecided 0 0 1 1.3
No Response 2 2 . 6 1 1.3
Ethnicity
Caucasian 65 84.4 62 80.5
East Asian 4 5.2 2 2 . 6
East Indian/South Asian 2 2 . 6 4 5.2
West Indian 1 1.3 2 2 . 6
Metis/ Aboriginal 1 1.3 1 1.3
Arabic/Middle Eastern 1 1.3 0 0
Latin/Portuguese 0 0 2 2 . 6
African/Black 0 0 0 0
Mixed 3 3.9 3 3.9
No Response 0 0 1 1.3
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Table 1. (Continued)
Characteristic n
Participant
% n
Partner
%
Religious/Spiritual Identification 
None 52 67.6 48 62.4
Catholic/Other Christian 1 1 14.3 16 2 0 . 8
Jewish 5 6.5 4 5.2
Muslim 1 1.3 2 2 . 6
Hindu 1 1.3 1 1.3
Buddhist 1 1.3 3 3.9
Other 6 7.8 3 3.9
Level o f Education 
High School 1 0 13.0 8 10.4
College 1 0 13.0 13 16.9
Bachelor’s 2 1 27.3 2 1 27.3
Master’s 17 2 2 . 1 1 2 15.6
Ph.D. 1 0 13.0 7 9.1
M.D. 1 1.3 1 1.3
Some university 7 9.1 1 0 13.0
Some graduate school 1 1.3 1 1.3
Other 0 0 2 2 . 6
No Response 0 0 2 2 . 6
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Table 1. (Continued)
Characteristic n
Participant
% n
Partner
%
Employment Status
Employed 62 80.5 62 80.5
Unemployed 5 6.5 5 6.5
Retired 4 5.2 1 1.3
Students only 5 6.5 7 9.1
No Response 1 1.3 2 2 . 6
Annual Income Level
Less than 10,000 7 9.1 7 9.1
10,000 -19,000 1 2 15.6 5 6.5
20,000-29,000 1 1 14.3 1 2 15.6
30,000 -  39,000 1 1 14.3 8 10.4
40,000-49,000 8 10.4 1 1 14.3
50,000 -  59,000 1 0 13.0 1 1 14.3
60,000 -  69,000 8 10.4 4 5.2
70,000-79,000 2 2 . 6 4 5.2
80,000 -  89,000 2 2 . 6 6 7.8
90,000 -  99,000 4 5.2 0 0
1 0 0 , 0 0 0  and over 1 1.3 2 2 . 6
No Response 1 1.3 7 9.1
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Procedure
Women were recruited through a variety of methods such as snowballing, flyer 
advertisements (see Appendix B), and emails to lesbian and bisexual women’s list-serves 
(see Appendix C). Snowballing methods consisted of requesting participants to pass 
questionnaire packages onto other women, whom they knew to be in lesbian 
relationships. The acquaintances of the researcher and the researcher’s supervisor, who 
were not familiar with the hypotheses and purpose of the study, were also requested to 
participate, or to recruit others to participate.
Flyers were posted in both gay and lesbian-identified, and non-specifically gay and 
lesbian-identified establishments such as community centres, restaurants, specialty stores, 
and university campuses. This was done in order to recruit from both the disclosed and 
hidden lesbian and bisexual women populations, the latter of whom, may not attend gay 
and lesbian-identified establishments. Emails were sent to lesbian and bisexual women’s 
list-serves, with a special effort to recruit from as many kinds of populations as possible. 
Hence, email lists that served a range of different organizations and groups were solicited. 
These included list-serves for student and community support groups, as well as email 
lists serving groups of a more social nature for lesbian and bisexual women. Emails were 
also sent to gay and lesbian groups, specifically for people of ethnic and religious 
minority backgrounds.
Questionnaire packages were distributed in different ways depending on recruitment 
method. Some participants received packages in the mail, others were handed packages 
directly by the researcher, and yet others were given packages by other participants. Each 
participant was given two separate packages in one large envelope. Participants were 
requested to complete and return one package, and to pass the second package onto
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another woman whom they knew qualified for the study. Each separate package consisted 
of six questionnaires, a cover letter (see Appendix D), an information sheet (see 
Appendix E), a post card for requesting feedback, an envelope with pre-paid postage for 
returning the package, a list of community resources (see Appendix F), and a pen as an 
incentive for participation.
The cover letter and information sheet stated specific instructions for completing the 
questionnaire package and returning it by mail to the researcher. The list of support 
resources contained descriptions of and contact information for community groups and 
centres for lesbian and bisexual women, such as bisexual and lesbian-friendly distress 
centres, support groups, and mental health services for women in distress. Participants 
were asked to read the information sheet and to complete the questionnaires in a quiet, 
private place. They were assured of the confidentiality o f their responses, and were given 
the right to not complete or return the questionnaires should they have decided to do so. 
The questionnaires took about 30- 40 minutes to complete.
Participants were instructed to return the questionnaire packages either by mail or 
directly to the researcher. The postcard included in the package asked participants to 
indicate their mailing addresses, and whether or not they would have liked feedback upon 
completion of the study. This postcard was mailed back to the researcher separately from 
the questionnaire packages. Participants who requested feedback by mail will be mailed a 
feedback sheet explaining the general purpose and findings of the study by the fall of 
2005.
Measures
All participants completed measures assessing intrusiveness and closeness-caregiving, 
adult attachment style, perceived social support, outness, and relationship satisfaction.
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They were also asked to provide some demographic information. The order in which 
measures were presented was randomized.
California Inventory fo r  Family Assessment (CIFA; Werner & Green, 1999). The 
CIFA is a 182-item questionnaire that assesses intrusiveness and closeness-caregiving as 
well as other family and relationship dimensions (see Appendix G). The “given” version 
of the CIFA, adapted for use with lesbian couples, was administered. This is a self-report 
of the respondent’s behaviour toward her partner. Four scales assessed intrusiveness 
behaviours: separation anxiety, possessiveness/jealousy, emotional interreactivity, and 
projective mystification (mind-reading). A sample item from the intrusiveness scale reads 
“It makes me nervous to go out and to do things without her.” Five scales assessed 
closeness-caregiving behaviours: warmth, time together, nurturance, physical intimacy, 
and consistency. A sample item from the closeness-caregiving scale is “I put a high 
priority on spending time with her.” Each subscale consists of 14 items rated on a 4-point 
scale, ranging from 1 (very false) to 4 (very true). Higher scores indicate greater 
closeness-caregiving and intrusiveness.
Internal consistencies for 3 of the intrusiveness scales were good, ranging from .79 to 
.84. Although, the projective mystification scale produced a reliability that was somewhat 
lower than the others (a = .65), it was still acceptable and consistent with past reliability 
estimates found for this scale (Roper, 1997; Werner, Green, Greenberg, Browne & 
McKenna, 2001). Internal consistency estimates for the 5 closeness-caregiving scales 
were high, ranging from .81 to .91. In general, reliability estimates in this study were 
consistent with those found by Werner et al. (2001), who used the first edition of the 
CIFA (containing a true-false response format) with heterosexual married couples.
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However, reliability estimates were somewhat higher than those found by Roper (1997), 
who used the same 4-point Likert scale version.
The authors of the CIFA computed scores for the 9 subscales that were examined in 
the main analyses1. Following the authors’ instructions on computing standardized scores 
for the closeness-caregiving and intrusiveness scales, the researcher converted subscale 
scores to Z scores, and averaged them to produce an intrusiveness Z score and a 
closeness-caregiving Z score. The CIFA also contains 4 scales measuring additional 
family dimensions such as openness to communication, conflict management, anger, and 
authority/dominance. Although these scales were administered to participants in order to 
maintain the integrity o f the measure, they were not examined in the main analyses of this 
study.
Experiences in Close Relationships Inventory (ECR; Brennan et al., 1998). The ECR 
was used to assess adult attachment style (see Appendix H). This 36-item measure asks 
people about their feelings and behaviours in romantic relationships. Items on the ECR 
are scored on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (disagree strongly) to 7 (agree 
strongly). Sample items from the anxiety dimension include: “I need a lot of reassurance 
that I am loved by my partner” and “I worry about being abandoned.” Sample items from 
the avoidance dimension include: “I try to avoid getting too close to my partner” and “I 
don’t feel comfortable opening up to romantic partners.” Higher scores indicate a greater 
degree of the particular attachment type.
‘Scores computed for this 4-point scale, second research edition of the CIFA were converted to a 0-14 point 
scale, in order to be consistent with the first research edition. Subscale scores were computed by the authors 
according to the following formula: Scale score = (sum of responses -  14) divided by 3.
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The ECR was constructed on the higher order attachment dimensions of anxiety and 
avoidance. Internal consistency estimates were high for these dimensions of anxiety (a = 
.90) and avoidance (a = .92), and were consistent with previous reliability estimates 
reported by the authors (.91 for anxiety, and .94 for avoidance; Brennan et al., 1998). 
Based on the two dimensions of anxiety and avoidance, the ECR classifies people into 
one of four attachment types: secure, preoccupied, fearful, and dismissing. Scoring 
involved computing mean scores for the anxiety and avoidance sub-scales and 
substituting these mean scores into particular formulas provided by the authors (see 
Brennan et al., 1998). This computation generated classification scores for the four 
attachment groups.
Although the ECR’s classification of attachment styles is based on Bartholomew’s 
adult attachment typology, it is not the same measure as the one developed by 
Bartholomew and colleagues (see Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Items in the ECR 
were adapted from Hazan and Shaver’s (1987) attachment measure, as well as other 
previous measures of adult attachment (e.g. Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Collins & Read, 
1990; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994). The ECR was chosen over other adult attachment 
measures to be used in the current study, because Brennan et al. (1998) have claimed that 
it may be a more precise measure of adult attachment than previous scales.
Multidimensional Scale o f Perceived Social Support (MSPSS; Zimet, Dahlem, Zimet 
& Farley, 1988). Perceived social support was assessed with the MSPSS (see Appendix 
I). This 12-item measure consists of three subscales, which assess an individual’s 
perceptions of social support received from three sources: family, friends and significant 
other. Although it was administered, the significant other social support scale was not 
used in the main analyses, because the purpose of this study was to examine social
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support received from sources external to the romantic relationship. Each subscale 
contains 4 items, which are rated on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from very strongly 
disagree (1) to very strongly agree (7). Higher scores indicate greater perceived social 
support. A sample item from the family subscale is “I get the emotional help and support 
I need from my family;” and a sample item from the friends subscale is “I can count on 
my friends when things go wrong.”
Reliability estimates were high for the entire measure (a -  .91), as well as for the 
friends (a = .95) and family (a = .94) subscales. These reliabilities were slightly higher 
than what has been reported in past studies (Zimet et al., 1988), including those, which 
also sampled women in lesbian relationships (Roper, 1997). Scoring of the MSPSS 
involved summing item ratings to produce a score for each subscale. The family and 
friends subscale scores were then summed to produce a total social support score, which 
was used in the main analyses.
Network-sector Closeting Measure (Caron & Ulin, 1997). A network-sector 
“closeting” measure by was employed as a measure of outness (see Appendix J). This 
measure assesses outness to four different sectors of the respondent’s social networks: 
immediate family, extended family, friends and work associates (Caron & Ulin, 1997).
For administration, the friends network sector was further divided into 
straight/heterosexual and lesbian/gay/bi friends. Hence, the final questionnaire consisted 
of four items assessing respondents’ level of outness to the five different network sectors. 
A sample item from the questionnaire is “The people in (group from below) know that I 
am a lesbian.” Items are scored on a 9-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly agree) 
to 9 (strongly disagree). Lower scores indicate greater outness.
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Reliability analyses revealed good internal consistency estimates for the immediate 
and extended family networks (a = .82 and a  -  . 8 8  respectively), the straight friends (a = 
.73) and co-worker (a = .84) networks, as well as the entire outness measure (a = .90). 
However, reliability of the outness to lesbian/gay/bi friends network was very low (a = 
.22). This was most likely due to lack of variability in the sample on this factor, because 
everyone reported being very out to their lesbian/gay/bi friends (means ranged from 8 . 2 2  
to 8.90 on a 9-point scale for the 4 items pertaining to this network). Caron and Ulin
(1997) found comparable reliability estimates for their 4 network scales (ranging from a = 
.78 to a  = .84).
Scores for the four items were summed to provide a total score for each of the 5 
network sectors. Because of its low reliability, the lesbian/gay/bi friends network factor 
was excluded from the computation of the total outness score used in the main analyses. 
The co-workers scale was also excluded from the total outness score, in order to 
maximize the sample size. Some participants did not answer the outness to co-workers 
items due to being unemployed or retired at the time of participation. However, because 
the outness to co-workers scale correlated significantly with the other outness scales that 
were used (see Table 2) as well as with the total outness score, excluding it from the 
calculation of the total outness score caused no substantial loss of information. Thus, the 
total outness score was computed by adding the scores for the immediate family, 
extended family, and straight friends networks.
Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS; Hendrick, 1988). Relationship satisfaction was 
measured with the RAS (see Appendix K). This is a 7-item measure, each item of which 
is rated on 5-point Likert scale. Sample items include “In general, how satisfied are you 
with your relationship,” and “To what extent has your relationship met your original
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Table 2
Intercorrelations among Subscales o f  the Network-sector Closeting Measure
Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Immediate Family —
2. Extended Family 7 7 ** —
3. Straight Friends 4 7 ** 4 5 ** —
4. Lesbian/gay/bi Friends .07 .04 . 2 2 —
5. Co-workers 40** 4 1** 46** .21 —
6 . Total Outness 91** 92** .61** . 1 1 .50** -
Note. **p < .01
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expectations.” Higher scores reflect greater satisfaction. Internal consistency was high for 
this measure (a = .92) and slightly higher than internal consistency estimates of past 
research (a = .8 6 ; Hendrick, 1988). Past research has also found good test-retest 
reliability (.85) for this measure (Hendrick, Dicke & Hendrick, 1998). Scoring involved 
summing the 7 item ratings to produce a single relationship satisfaction score.
Demographic Questionnaire. The demographic questionnaire contained items asking 
about participants’ age; educational level; sexual orientation; city of residence; 
occupation; race/ethnicity; income level; length of relationship; relationship status; living 
status; number of children; whether children were biological/adopted/step-children; 
whether children were from a previous relationship or from the present one; whether 
participants were in therapy or not; and how they heard about the study (see Appendix L).
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CHAPTER IE 
Results
Preliminary Analyses
Hierarchical multiple regressions were planned in order to predict the criterion 
variables o f intrusiveness, closeness-caregiving and relationship satisfaction from the 
independent variables of age, attachment style, social support and outness. First, 
assumptions of linearity, normality and homoscedasticity were evaluated through SPSS 
Frequencies and examination of residual scatterplots. Most of these assumptions were not 
seriously violated, and when they were square-root and log transformations were 
performed on the relevant variables. However, when regression analyses using 
transformed variables were compared to regression analyses using non-transformed 
variables, there were very few differences between the two. For this reason, as well as for 
ease and accuracy of interpretation, only analyses using the regular, non-transformed 
variables have been reported.
Second, following standard practice for research in this field, the attachment style 
variable was dummy coded once to produce secure, fearful and preoccupied vectors, and 
another time to produce secure, fearful and dismissing vectors. In this way, all four of the 
attachment variables were converted to continuous variables that could be tested in the 
regression analyses. Finally, intercorrelations among predictor and criterion variables 
were examined to determine which of the predictor variables should be included in the 
regression analyses.
Order of variable entry into the regression equations was pre-determined based on 
theoretical considerations. It was reasoned that variables such as age and attachment style 
begin to impact the individual from a very early stage in life, compared to social factors
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such as social support and outness, which often develop at a later stage. Therefore, age 
and attachment variables were always entered before social support and outness variables. 
Main Analyses
Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations. Descriptive statistics for all predictor and 
criterion variables are presented in Table 3. Note that Table 3 also includes descriptive 
statistics for the 9 subscales of the intrusiveness and closeness-caregiving dimensions. 
These subscale descriptives may provide a clearer picture of how most women scored on 
intrusiveness and closeness-caregiving behaviours than the Z scores for the combined 
intrusiveness and closeness-caregiving variables.
Sixty-six percent of the women were classified as having a secure attachment style; 
21% were classified with a preoccupied attachment style; 9 % had a dismissing 
attachment style; and 4 % were classified as having a fearful attachment style. Table 4 
presents the intercorrelations among predictor and criterion variables. The following 
discussion of these intercorrelations will focus only on the relationships relevant to 
conducting the main regression analyses. Regarding relationships between the predictor 
variables and intrusiveness, intrusiveness was significantly correlated with age, as well as 
with secure and preoccupied attachments. Therefore, these variables were included in the 
regression analyses. Contrary to my expectations, outness and social support did not have 
significant simple correlations with intrusiveness. However, because the alpha levels for 
social support (p = .077) and outness (p = .067) approached significance, I included these 
variables in the regression analyses predicting intrusiveness. As should be noted, there 
was a moderately high and statistically significant negative correlation between the secure 
and preoccupied attachment styles. Because of this relatively strong correlation, when
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Table 3
Means, Standard Deviations, and Range of Responses fo r  Predictor and Dependent 
Variables
Variable N M SD Sample
Range
Scale
Range
Social Support 76 39.16 10.52 10-56 8 - 56
Outness 76 82.18 21.41 2 2  -108 12-108
Closeness-caregiving 74 0 1 .83 -3.03 - . 8 6 NA
Warmth 75 12.83 1.61 6.67 -14 0 - 1 4
Time Together 76 12.92 1.71 5.33 -14 0 - 1 4
Nurturance 75 12.87 1.40 6.33 -14 0 - 1 4
Physical Intimacy 76 12.23 1.67 6.33 -14 0 - 1 4
Consistency 75 11.55 2.27 4 - 1 4 0 - 1 4
Intrusiveness 75 - . 0 1 .71 -1.64-2.22 NA
Separation Anxiety 76 3.18 2.09 0 - 1 0 0 - 1 4
Possessiveness-Jealousy 75 1.75 1.94 0 -9 .33 0 - 1 4
Emotional Interreactivity 76 5.39 2.03 .67-10.67 0 - 1 4
Projective Mystification 76 4.52 1.69 .67-9 0 - 1 4
Relationship Satisfaction 77 30.27 5.45 13-35 7 - 35
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Table 4
Intercorrelations among Predictor and Dependent Variables
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6  7 8 9  10
1. Age —
2 . Secure Attachment .15 --
3. Fearful Attachment -.18 -.28* -
4. Preoccupied Attachment -.16 -.72* -.10 -
5. Dismissing Attachment . 1 1 _ 4 4 ** _ 06 -.16 -
6 . Social Support .03 .3 7 ** ..09 -.15 -.34**-
7. Outness .25* .19 -.01 -.17 -.07 .36** -
8 . Intrusiveness -.34** -.31**.12 .35**-.08 .21 -.21 -
9. Closeness-caregiving -.04 .22 -.15 .12 -.47**24* .34** -.13 -
1 0 . Relationship Satisfaction . 0 1 .23* -.26*.10 -.35**.12 .19 -.06 . 7 6 * * -
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01
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these variables were entered into the same block of the regression model predicting 
intrusiveness there was a suppressor effect. This suppressor effect will be discussed in 
further detail when the results of the regressions predicting intrusiveness are discussed.
Regarding relationships between the predictor variables and closeness-caregiving, 
closeness-caregiving showed significant correlations with dismissing attachment, social 
support, and outness. Although I had not expected outness to be related to closeness- 
caregiving, because of the significant correlation between these two variables, outness 
was included with the other variables in the regression analyses. The simple correlations 
of secure, preoccupied, and fearful attachments with closeness-caregiving were not 
significant. These findings failed to provide preliminary support for my expectations that 
having a secure or preoccupied attachment style would be associated with showing high 
levels of closeness-caregiving, and that having a fearful attachment style would be 
associated with showing low levels of closeness-caregiving. However, because the 
correlation between secure attachment and closeness-caregiving approached significance 
(p  = .057), and therefore could be affected by partialling out other related variances, the 
secure attachment variable was included in the regression predicting closeness- 
caregiving.
It is important to note that although the correlations between variables of social 
support and outness, and between the secure and dismissing attachment variables were 
significant there was no evidence of multi-collinearity (indicated by Tolerance and 
Variance Inflation Factor statistics) on these variables when they were entered into the 
final regressions.
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Predicting Intrusiveness. I expected that intrusiveness in relationships would be 
predicted by age, attachment, social support and outness. Specifically, I hypothesized that 
women who were younger, women with a preoccupied attachment, women who 
perceived less social support from friends and family, and women who were less out to 
social networks would show greater intrusiveness in their lesbian relationships. For this 
regression model, age was entered into the first block, attachment variables into the 
second block, and social support and outness variables into the third block.
As mentioned before, a suppressor effect was exhibited when the secure and 
preoccupied attachment variables were entered into the same block of the regression 
model. This resulted in the model for the attachment variables being statistically 
significant (F change (2, 70) = 4.33,p  = .017), but the unstandardized coefficients (or B 
weights) for each of the secure (B = -. 10, t = -.6 6 , p  = .510) and preoccupied variables (B 
= .24, t = 1.55,/? = .126) being non-significant. Upon close inspection however, the 
correlation between preoccupied attachment and intrusiveness was slightly higher than 
that between secure attachment and intrusiveness (see Table 2), and the significance level 
of the B weight for preoccupied attachment was closer to statistical significance than that 
of the B weight for secure attachment. Therefore, I concluded that the secure variable 
might have enhanced the predictive ability o f the preoccupied variable, by suppressing 
the variance that was irrelevant to the prediction of intrusiveness. Because this reasoning 
also matched my hypothesis that a preoccupied attachment would predict intrusiveness, I 
performed the final regression on intrusiveness using only the preoccupied variable in the 
second block.
A summary of the results of this regression is presented in Table 5. Results showed 
that the four variables accounted for 23% total variance in the prediction of intrusiveness.
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Table 5
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary fo r  Age, Attachment, Social Support and 
Outness Variables Predicting Intrusiveness (N =77)
Variable B SEB P sr2 R2 AR2
Step 1 .1 1 *
Age - . 0 2 .0 1 -.34* .07
Step 2 .2 1 * .1 0 *
Preoccupied Attach. .54 .19 .31* .07
Step 3 .23 . 0 2
Social Support - . 0 1 .0 1 -.14 . 0 2
Outness - . 0 0 2 .004 -.05 . 0 0 2
*p < .05
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By itself, age significantly accounted for 11 % (R2 = . 11, SE = .6 8 ; adjusted R2= .10) of 
the variance in intrusiveness (F ( 1, 72) = 9.19, p  = .003). Thus, a one unit decrease in 
intrusiveness was significantly associated with a .02 increase in age (B = -.02, SE B = .01, 
p  = .003). Examination of the (3 weights indicated that age contributed the most variance 
of all predictor variables to the prediction of intrusiveness (P = -.34; r  = -.34,/? = .002). 
More specifically, a one standard deviation decrease in intrusiveness was significantly 
associated with a .34 standard deviation increase in age. Squared semipartial correlations 
revealed that age uniquely contributed approximately 7 % (sr = -.26, sr2 = .07) of the total 
variance in intrusiveness.
With age controlled, a preoccupied attachment style significantly accounted for 
another 10 % (R2 = .21, SE = .65; adjusted R2 = . 18 ) of the variance in intrusiveness (F 
change (1, 71) = 8.29,/? = .005). Specifically, after controlling for age, a one unit 
increase in intrusiveness was significantly associated with a .54 increase in preoccupied 
attachment (B = .54, SE B = .19, p  = .005). Moreover, a one standard deviation increase in 
intrusiveness was significantly associated with a .31 standard deviation increase in 
preoccupied attachment (p = .31; r = .35,/? = .001). Squared semipartial correlations 
showed that preoccupied attachment uniquely contributed approximately 7 % (sr = .21, 
sr2 ~ .07) to the total variance in intrusiveness. These findings supported my hypothesis 
that having a preoccupied attachment style would significantly contribute to the 
prediction of intrusiveness in lesbian relationships, such that women with a preoccupied 
attachment style would show greater intrusiveness than would women of other attachment 
styles.
Social support and outness together accounted for another 2 % (R2= .23, SE = .64; 
adjusted R2= .19) of the total variance in intrusiveness, after age and attachment.
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However, their contributions were not statistically significant (F change (2, 69) = 1.12,/?
= .333). This finding indicates that neither social support nor outness contributed any 
additional variance to the prediction of intrusiveness once age and attachment had been 
factored in. Thus, my hypothesis that social factors such as social support and outness 
would significantly contribute to the prediction of intrusiveness was not supported. 
Finally, all four variables (age, preoccupied attachment, social support, and outness) 
together contributed 7% shared variance to the total variance in intrusiveness.
Predicting Closeness-Caregiving. I hypothesized that closeness-caregiving would be 
significantly predicted by attachment and social support, such that women with secure or 
preoccupied attachment styles, and women who perceived greater support from friends 
and family would show greater closeness-caregiving in their lesbian relationships. I also 
expected that women with dismissing and fearful attachment styles would show less 
closeness-caregiving. For this regression model, attachment variables were entered into 
the first block, and social support and outness variables were entered into the second 
block.
A summary of the results of this regression is presented in Table 6 . Results showed 
that the four variables accounted for 32% total variance in the prediction of closeness- 
caregiving. Secure and dismissing attachments together significantly accounted for 22 % 
(R2 = .22, SE = .74; adjusted R2 = .19) of the total variance in closeness-caregiving (F( 2, 
70) = 9.96, /? = .000). However, upon examination of the coefficients, only the dismissing 
attachment variable was found to contribute significantly to the prediction of closeness- 
caregiving. Specifically, a one unit decrease in closeness-caregiving was associated with 
a 1.33 increase in a dismissing attachment (B = -1.33, SEB = .34,/? = .000). Moreover, a 
one standard deviation decrease in closeness-caregiving was associated with a .46
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Table 6
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary fo r  Attachment, Social Support, and Outness
Variables Predicting Closeness--Caregiving (N = 77)
Variable B SEB P sr2 R2 AR2
Step 1 .2 2 *
Secure Attach. .03 . 2 0 . 0 2 .0 0 1
Dismissing Attach. -1.33 .34 -.46* .17
Step 2 .32* .1 0 *
Social Support - . 0 0 1 .0 1 - . 0 2 . 0 0
Outness .0 1 .004 .32* .09
*p < .05
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standard deviation increase in a dismissing attachment (P = -.46; r = -.47, p = .000). 
Therefore, although I did not obtain support for my hypotheses that a secure attachment 
would significantly predict closeness-caregiving, I obtained support for my hypothesis 
that a dismissing attachment would significantly predict closeness-caregiving.
Specifically, I found that women with dismissing attachments demonstrated significantly 
less closeness-caregiving in their relationships. Furthermore, squared semipartial 
correlations indicated that a dismissing attachment uniquely contributed 17 % to the total 
variance in closeness-caregiving (sr = -.41, sr2= .17). This was the greatest unique 
contribution of all variables.
With attachment variables controlled, social support and outness significantly 
accounted for another 10 % (R2 = .32, SE = .70; adjusted R2 = .28) of the total variance in 
closeness-caregiving (F  change (2, 68) = 4.90, p  = .010). However, in this block only the 
outness variable was significantly associated with closeness-caregiving. Thus, a one unit 
increase in closeness-caregiving was significantly associated with a .01 increase in 
outness (B = .01, SE B = .004,p  = .004). Moreover, a one standard deviation increase in 
closeness-caregiving was significantly associated with a .32 standard deviation increase 
in outness (P = .32; r  = .34,/? = .002). Squared semipartial correlations showed that 
outness uniquely contributed approximately 9% (sr = .30, sr2 = .09) to the total variance 
in closeness-caregiving. Thus, my hypothesis that social support would significantly 
predict closeness-caregiving was not supported. However, unexpectedly, I found outness 
to be a significant predictor of closeness-caregiving, such that greater outness was related 
to greater closeness-caregiving. Finally, all four variables (secure and dismissing 
attachment, social support and outness) together contributed 6% shared variance to the 
total variance in closeness-caregiving.
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Predicting Relationship Satisfaction. One outlier case on the relationship satisfaction 
variable was detected, with an almost significant influence on the distribution (DFFIT =
1.75), and so this case was excluded from this set of regression analyses. I expected that 
closeness-caregiving rather than intrusiveness would significantly predict and be 
positively associated with relationship satisfaction. This hypothesis was supported: 
closeness-caregiving significantly accounted for 64 % (R2 = .64, SE = 3.3; adjusted R2 = 
.64) of the variance in relationship satisfaction (F (1, 71) = 128.46, p = .000). Moreover, a 
one unit increase in satisfaction was significantly associated with a 5.6 increase in 
closeness-caregiving (B = 5.62, SE B = .50, p = .000). As well, a one standard deviation 
increase in relationship satisfaction was associated with a . 8  standard deviation increase 
in closeness-caregiving (P = .80; r = .76, p = .000).
Post-hoc Analyses
Post-hoc analyses were conducted to examine whether intrusiveness and closeness- 
caregiving were correlated with any participant demographic factors. The factors that 
were examined included length of relationship, ethnicity, education level, income level, 
number of children, and whether participants lived with partners and children. No 
significant correlations were obtained between any of these variables and variables of 
intrusiveness and closeness-caregiving.
Correlation analyses were also conducted to examine whether discrepancies between 
participants and their partners on characteristics of age, ethnicity, sexual orientation, 
education, employment status, and income level were correlated with intrusiveness and 
closeness-caregiving. However, no significant correlations were obtained between any of 
the participant-partner discrepancies and variables of intrusiveness and closeness- 
caregiving.
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Finally, a population chi-square test was conducted to compare the ethnic composition 
of this study’s sample to that of the general population of Ontario in 20012. No significant 
difference was found ( j2 (5,7/=  77) = 6 29 ,p  = .28), suggesting that the proportions of 
women of various ethnicities in this sample were comparable to those in the greater 
population of Ontario.
2Ethnic diversity statistics were obtained from the Statistics Canada website. Ontario was used as a 
comparison group, because most women in this study’s sample lived in Ontario. Statistics for 2001 were the 
most recent statistics provided by Statistics Canada For the purposes o f the population chi-square test only, 
the 2 women who indicated a mixed ethnicity o f Caucasian and Jewish were coded as Caucasian, and the 
one woman who indicated a mixed ethnicity o f Caucasian and Aboriginal was coded as Aboriginal.
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CHAPTER IV 
Discussion
Traditional psychoanalytic theories that have equated separateness and autonomy with 
psychological maturity (e.g. Erikson, 1959; Mahler, 1975) have biased the way many 
researchers and clinicians, today, think about closeness in romantic relationships. 
Although less strictly adhered to now than in previous times, the influence of such 
theories in the field of psychology have resulted in the pathologizing of women’s 
tendencies to desire higher levels of intimacy in their relationships and their greater 
capacities to be dependent on their romantic partners than men’s.
Fusion, as a dynamic that involves very intense levels of closeness between partners 
and that may result in a loss of sense of personal autonomy, is one pattern of closeness in 
relationships that has been typically portrayed as completely dysfunctional (Karpel,
1976). Because conceptualizations of fusion have stemmed mainly from research with 
and observations of heterosexual couples, when such conceptualizations have been 
applied to lesbian relationships, they have served only to further stigmatize these 
relationships by pathologizing the high levels o f intimacy that have been reported to exist 
between lesbian partners (Krestan & Bepko, 1980).
More recently however, some researchers and clinicians have assumed a more 
positive perspective on fusion in lesbian relationships (Biaggio et al., 2002; Igartua, 1998; 
Mencher, 1990). Early theories about closeness and boundaries in family and romantic 
relationships (e.g. Minuchin, 1974) have been criticized for failing to clearly distinguish 
between positive and negative behaviours (Green & Werner, 1996). Therapists and 
researchers alike have been urged to avoid pathologizing high levels of closeness in 
lesbian relationships simply because these patterns of closeness may deviate from
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traditional heterosexual norms, which often stipulate that healthy relationships should 
consist of a stereotypically male-female balance of autonomy and dependency (Biaggio et 
al., 2002; Igartua, 1998). Thus, fusion has been suggested to represent a natural and 
adaptive dynamic that may be unique to and beneficial for lesbian relationships (Burch, 
1985; Greene et al., 1999; Mencher & Slater, 1991).
Following this more recent line of research, the current study proposed a theoretical 
re-conceptualization of fusion, in which fusion was suggested to consist of positive as 
well as negative dimensions, which were defined as closeness-caregiving (warmth, time 
together, nurturance, physical intimacy, consistency) and intrusiveness (separation 
anxiety, possessiveness/jealousy, emotional interreactivity, and projective mystification) 
respectively (Werner & Green, 1999). Additionally, the current study examined how 
these patterns of positive and negative fusion might be associated with developmental 
factors such as age and adult attachment, social factors such as social support and outness, 
as well as perceptions of relationship satisfaction.
Regarding adult attachment, Bartholomew’s (1990) typology was used, which 
classifies people into secure, preoccupied, fearful or dismissing attachment styles. People 
with a secure attachment style have high self-esteem and reflect healthy attachments with 
others, being generally comfortable with both intimacy and autonomy in their 
relationships (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Preoccupied, fearful and dismissing 
attachment styles are generally considered as insecure attachments. People with a 
preoccupied attachment tend to be overly dependent, hypervigilant, and easily jealous in 
their close relationships (Bartholomew, 1990; Buunk, 1997; Sharpsteen & Kirkpatrick, 
1997). People with a fearful attachment style tend to avoid intimacy in their relationships 
with others, due to the fear of being rejected (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). People
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with a dismissing attachment tend to also avoid close relationships, because they perceive 
themselves as self-reliant and not needing intimate relationships with others 
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
Most women in this study showed very high levels o f positive fusion and very low 
levels of negative fusion toward their partners. Moreover, women who showed higher 
levels of positive fusion reported greater satisfaction in their relationships. These findings 
are consistent with what has been reported in past literature for levels of intimacy and 
satisfaction in lesbian relationships (Eldridge & Gilbert, 1990; Greene et al., 1999;
Kurdek & Schmitt, 1986; Mencher, 1984; Peplau et al., 1978; Schreurs & Buunk, 1995, 
1996; Zacks et al., 1988). Interestingly, positive fusion contributed more than 60% to the 
prediction of relationship satisfaction in this study. This finding is quite dramatic and 
emphasizes the need to recognize that lesbian partners may place great value on 
establishing high levels of closeness with each other, because they regard and experience 
high levels of closeness as satisfying and beneficial.
This study suggested that, in general, developmental variables such as age and 
attachment are better predictors of negative and positive fusion than social variables such 
as social support and outness. In order to appreciate the implications of this finding it is 
necessary first to discuss the specific relationships of these developmental and social 
variables to positive and negative fusion. In terms of the relationship between age and 
fusion, findings were consistent with past research (Greene et al., 1999; Homstein, 1996). 
As expected, older women demonstrated less negative fusion in their relationships than 
younger women. This finding might be explained by Greene et al.’s (1999) speculation 
that, because younger women may not have as many external support systems as older 
women, younger women might be more likely to rely on their relationships as their only
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source of validation and support, and therefore might become more fused with their 
partners than older women. This explanation therefore attributes the relationship between 
age and fusion to systems theory (Krestan & Bepko, 1980).
However, Greene et al.’s (1999) conceptualization of fusion failed to explicitly 
differentiate between what could have been positive and negative types of fusion. Thus, 
although in the current study it was clear that age was related to negative fusion and was 
not related to positive fusion, it was not clear in Greene et al’s (1999) study to which type 
of fusion age was related. Because of this lack of clarity in previous studies and as a result 
of the current study’s findings, perhaps systems theory explanation for the relationship 
between age and fusion in lesbian relationships should be revised to make it explicit that 
lack of external social support against society’s homophobic reactions contributes to only 
negative types of fusion, and not positive types of fusion in lesbian relationships.
This study might also suggest however, that systems theory is not an entirely accurate 
explanation for the relationship between age and negative fusion. For instance, contrary to 
systems theory explanation, this study did not find that women who were older had 
significantly more external social supports than women who were younger. As an 
alternative explanation I would point to the developmental influence that age might have 
on negative fusion. Fusion might be less likely to occur as women grow older, because 
women might be better able to assert and enjoy their individuality as they mature. It may 
also be reasoned that as women grow older and as more time goes by in their 
relationships, they might feel more secure and comfortable in their relationships and with 
their partners. Thus, notions of and issues surrounding physical and emotional separation 
from partners may feel less threatening and anxiety provoking to women who are older. 
However, this latter explanation should be accepted with caution because the current
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study did not find that negative fusion significantly decreased as women’s relationships 
grew longer. Hence, further replication of these findings, particularly in longitudinal 
studies, may be needed in order to draw firmer conclusions about why negative fusion is 
less likely to occur with older women regardless of length of relationship.
In the field of attachment, Bartholomew’s (1990) fearful and dismissing attachments 
can be paralleled to Hazan and Shaver’s (1987) avoidant attachment style. Likewise, 
Bartholomew’s (1990) preoccupied attachment style can be compared to Hazan and 
Shaver’s (1987) anxious-ambivalent attachment style. This study found that, relative to 
other attachment styles, having a dismissing attachment was associated with showing 
lesser positive fusion in relationships, and that having a preoccupied attachment style was 
associated with showing greater negative fusion in relationships. These findings are 
consistent with past research suggesting that an anxious-ambivalent attachment would be 
and was related to greater intrusiveness (Green & Werner, 1996; McBain, 2000), and that 
an avoidant attachment would be and was related to lesser closeness-caregiving and 
greater fear of intimacy in relationships (Green & Werner, 1996; Greenfield & Thelen, 
1997).
The finding for dismissing attachment was expected given that people with dismissing 
attachments tend to avoid intimacy with others. The finding for preoccupied attachment 
was also expected given that some of the behaviours reflective of negative fusion (e.g. 
separation anxiety, possessiveness/jealousy) are very similar to some of the behaviours 
associated with having a preoccupied attachment. The positive relationship between 
preoccupied attachment and negative fusion was further validated by the finding that 
secure attachment was inversely correlated with negative fusion. Given that secure and 
preoccupied attachments are themselves inversely correlated, it makes complete sense
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that if women with preoccupied attachments show greater negative fusion in their 
relationships, then women with secure attachments would show lesser negative fusion in 
their relationships.
Surprisingly however, the expectation that having a secure attachment would be 
associated with greater positive fusion was not supported. This was inconsistent with 
Green and Werner’s (1999) suggestion that a secure attachment might be associated with 
higher levels of closeness-caregiving. However, it is noteworthy that the simple 
correlation between secure attachment and positive fusion was in the expected direction 
and also approached statistical significance. It is therefore possible to attribute the lack of 
statistical significance to the fact that most women reported high levels o f positive fusion 
with very little variation among them. Thus, the relationship between secure attachment 
and positive fusion might have been statistically significant had there been greater 
variability in responding on the positive fusion dimension.
Another possible explanation is that although having a more secure attachment is 
related to showing lesser negative fusion in relationships, it is not necessarily related to 
showing greater positive fusion. This explanation postulates then that positive and 
negative types of fusion do not lie on the same continuum and as such are not opposite 
forms of closeness. Thus, the absence of negative fusion does not imply the presence of 
positive fusion, and the absence of positive fusion does not imply the presence of 
negative fusion. This reasoning supports the very basis of the current study that positive 
and negative types of closeness should be considered as distinct and separate dimensions 
(Green & Werner, 1996). Finally, the lack of association between secure attachment and 
positive fusion might also be explained by other personal or relationship factors, which 
have not been taken into account in this study, and which might be attenuating the
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tendencies of women with secure attachment styles to show positive form of fusion in 
their relationships.
Given that a fearful attachment is also considered an avoidant style o f relating to 
others, it was surprising not to find that women with a fearful attachment showed lesser 
positive fusion in their relationships. Although the simple correlation between fearful 
attachment and positive fusion was in the expected direction it was not statistically 
significant, and so it was not appropriate to include the fearful attachment variable in the 
final regression analysis. Given that the proportion of women with a fearful attachment in 
this study (4%) is somewhat lower than the proportions of women with fearful attachment 
styles reported in past literature (21% in Bartholomew & Horowitz; 30% in Canon,
1999), it is possible that the lack of a significant relationship between fearful attachment 
and positive fusion was due to insufficient statistical power. Thus, this finding may need 
to be replicated with a sample of women having a larger proportion of women with a 
fearful attachment before valid conclusions can be drawn about its meaning. These 
findings might suggest however, that although people with fearful and dismissing 
attachments both tend to avoid closeness and may also avoid relationships altogether, the 
avoidance might be lesser for those with a fearful attachment than for those with a 
dismissing attachment. This explanation might be especially feasible given that, unlike 
people with dismissing attachments, people with fearful attachments often still desire to 
have intimate relationships with others (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
The current study also did not find, as expected, that women with a preoccupied 
attachment would show levels of positive fusion comparable to women with secure 
attachments, and higher than women with fearful and dismissing attachments. It seemed 
reasonable to surmise that because having a romantic relationship is very important to
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people with preoccupied attachments, they would show levels of warmth, nurturance, and 
physical intimacy comparable to that of secure women. However, my lack of findings for 
this association might provide support for McBain’s (2000) suggestion that, although, 
people with anxious attachment styles place a high value on being in a relationship, their 
experiences within relationships tend to be predominantly negative and stressful, and 
when under stress their behaviour patterns tend to be maladaptive. Hence, the patterns of 
closeness that preoccupied women show in their relationships may be predominantly 
dysfunctional.
In general, social factors such as social support and outness were not related to 
negative and positive fusion in the expected ways. After age and attachment were taken 
into account, neither social support nor outness was predictive of negative fusion. The 
lack of relationship between social support and negative fusion was inconsistent with the 
findings of past research (Homstein, 1996). However, the lack of relationship between 
outness and negative fusion was consistent with Roper’s (1997) finding that outness was 
not related to intrusiveness. Social support was also not related to positive fusion and this 
was consistent with past findings (Roper, 1997).
Unexpectedly however, this study found that outness was a significant predictor of 
positive fusion even after attachment was taken into account. Thus, women who were 
more out showed greater positive fusion behaviours in their relationships. It may be that, 
in general, women who are more out are more self-accepting, and are happier in their 
relationships because they do not have to deal with the stresses of being closeted. This 
would be consistent with Jordan and Deluty’s (1998) finding that women who were more 
out had higher self-esteem and less anxiety. As a result, such women might be more 
inclined to show positive fusion behaviours toward their partners. It may also be that
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women who are more out are more physically demonstrative and emotionally intimate 
with their partners because they do not have the same fear of discovery or judgment of 
their sexual orientation as do women who are more closeted.
Another explanation for the relationship between outness and positive fusion is that in 
this study the construct of outness may have been conceptually similar to the construct of 
social support. For instance, one of the outness items read “those that know I am a lesbian 
are supportive of this.” Indeed this explanation would be consistent with Jordan and 
Deluty’s (1998) finding that higher levels of outness were related to greater perceived 
social support. However, in the present study, the kind of support assessed by the outness 
measure was different to the kinds of social support assessed by the social support 
measure. Thus, whereas the social support measure assessed support received from social 
networks mainly during times of need, the outness measure assessed support received for 
one’s sexual identity. Hence, it may be that for lesbians and bisexual women, receiving 
validation and support for their sexual identity is a more important form of social support 
and as such has greater influence on their tendencies to show positive fusion than do other 
kinds of social support, such as support in time of need. This conclusion might support 
Wayment and Peplau’s (1995) finding that lesbians’ psychological well-being was most 
significantly influenced by reassurance of worth, which is defined as social support that 
provides a sense of competence and the feeling that one is appreciated for one’s abilities 
and social roles (Weiss, 1974).
Altogether, the results of this study suggest that the developmental factors of age and 
adult attachment were more powerful predictors of positive and negative fusion than were 
the social factors of social support and outness. It may be that because the psychological 
dispositions and behaviours that result from one’s attachment style are formed early in a
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one’s life and are therefore more deeply ingrained, these have a greater impact on one’s 
relationship behaviours than do social or external factors. Indeed, this reasoning makes 
sense in light of the notion that people’s infant attachment styles remain relatively stable 
throughout their lives, forming the basis for their adult attachment styles, and therefore 
influencing to a great extent the way they behave in their romantic relationships (Hazan & 
Shaver, 1987). It may also be that age is a better predictor of negative fusion than social 
factors because chronological age determines level of psychosocial development, and 
level of psychosocial development is a better predictor of how a person will perceive and 
behave in her relationships with others than social factors.
It is important however to recognize that although social factors did not generally 
contribute as much as age and attachment style to the prediction of positive and negative 
fusion, some social factors such as outness still showed a significant relationship to 
positive fusion. This finding might suggest that regardless of one’s attachment style or 
age, greater outness is related to greater positive fusion. Additionally, there may be other 
social factors, not examined in this study that would influence positive or negative fusion. 
It is therefore important not to completely discount the influence of social factors on 
women’s tendencies to show positive or negative fusion in their relationships.
Theoretical Implications
The current study adds to the base of recent literature that directly counters the 
negatively biased manner in which early literature has portrayed fusion in lesbian 
relationships. Not only have these early depictions labelled fusion as a completely 
dysfunctional state, but they have also suggested that dysfunctional fusion occurs more 
frequently in lesbian relationships than in heterosexual relationships (Berg-Cross, 1988; 
Krestan & Bepko, 1980; Pearlman, 1989). While I cannot draw any comparisons to
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heterosexual relationships in this study, I can assert that the majority of women in this 
study did not demonstrate high levels of negative fusion and actually demonstrated very 
high levels of positive and healthy fusion. Thus, although lesbian partners may be so 
close to each other that individual boundaries may appear to be blurred or crossed, it is 
not always appropriate to label such intense closeness or such blurring of boundaries as 
dysfunctional. Thus, I have offered that the label “fusion” could be maintained and 
reclaimed to signify an often positive dynamic that occurs in lesbian relationships. 
However, I also suggest that when defining fusion it would be necessary to qualify it as 
being either positive or negative.
This study has provided empirical validation for some of Bartholomew’s (1990) 
attachment styles. For example, consistent with what has been suggested in past literature 
(Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Camelly et al., 1994; Feeney & Noller, 1991; Simpson, 1990), 
women with secure attachments reported greater relationship satisfaction than women 
with fearful and dismissing attachment styles. The present study has also extended the 
literature by relating Bartholomew’s (1990) adult attachment styles to patterns of positive 
and negative fusion shown by lesbian partners. This extension supports McBain’s (2000) 
findings, as well as past researchers’ calls for more ties to be drawn between attachment 
theory and family dynamics (Strahan, 1991; Tordoski, 1995).
The finding that, in general, developmental factors had a stronger influence than 
social factors on a woman’s tendencies to show either positive or negative fusion toward 
her lesbian partner holds important implications for existing theories about fusion in 
lesbian relationships. First, it suggests that systems theory may not explain the whole 
story regarding the occurrence of negative fusion in lesbian relationships. This study 
found that neither outness nor social support significantly predicted negative fusion
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beyond the contribution of age and attachment. Hence, it seems that the amount of 
support and validation a woman receives for her sexual orientation is not the only factor 
that determines whether or not she will be negatively fused with her partner. Existing 
theories for fusion in lesbian relationships therefore need to be expanded and advanced to 
take into account the potentially more powerful role of developmental factors such as age 
and attachment.
The role of age, in particular, should be considered important in defining and 
understanding the nature of negative fusion in lesbian relationships. The association 
between age and negative fusion has been found in at least three empirical studies 
examining lesbian relationships including the present study. Additionally, in a study of 
separation-individuation and young women’s intimacy patterns, Levitz-Jones and 
Orlofsky (1985) found that in their sample of mostly first-year university women (aged 
18-19 years, with no indication of sexual orientation) 60% had reported being fused with 
their partners. As a result, the authors suggested “it is quite likely that the intimacy styles 
and separation-individuation manifested by many of these young women represent 
developmental levels within a progression of psychological growth more than stable 
characterological positions at which they are fixed” (Levitz-Jones & Orlofsky, 1985, p. 
168). These findings all imply that if age is integrated into theories about negative fusion 
in lesbian relationships, then negative fusion may be seen as a transient state, which is 
partly due to a woman’s temporary lack of psychological maturity and relationship 
experience rather than entirely to her psychosocial development as a woman and her 
capacities for autonomy and boundary differentiation. Viewing negative fusion in this 
manner would help researchers to avoid pathologizing women’s relational tendencies.
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Another implication of this study concerns the issue of renaming versus reclaiming. 
Several authors in the past have suggested that if we are to re-define traditional notions of 
fusion in lesbian relationships by emphasizing positive aspects of fusion, then the label 
“fusion” should be no longer used (Greene et al., 1999; Mencher, 1990). Mencher (1990) 
claimed that it might be impossible to “de-toxify” (p. 325) the term fusion. This is 
because the term “fusion” has acquired such negative connotations in the psychological 
literature that any use of it might only serve to perpetuate negative and biased notions 
about its occurrence in lesbian relationships. Authors have suggested that terms such as 
“connectedness,” commitment” (Greene et al., 1999) or “embeddedness” (Mencher,
1990) be used instead.
Despite these suggestions, I decided to maintain the use of the label fusion to denote 
positive and healthy patterns of intense intimacy in lesbian relationships. I did this for two 
reasons. First, it is a word that many researchers, clinicians, lesbians and bisexual women 
are familiar with. Hence, maintaining the use of it fosters understanding of the purpose of 
this study. Second, I wished to attempt to re-claim the meaning of fusion from its 
traditional, negatively typed definitions and implications. The results of this study 
suggested that lesbian couples are very satisfied with high levels of closeness in their 
relationships. These high levels of closeness may reflect some of the features of lesbian 
relationships described by Mencher (1990) (e.g., intense intimacy, acute awareness of the 
inner emotions of the other, and connection of individual identity to the relationship), 
which have been labelled as dysfunctional by early researchers and clinicians, because 
they do not conform to men’s intimacy and identity development patterns. Thus, by using 
the word fusion to denote positive patterns of closeness I have suggested that fusion, as 
the process of two individuals becoming so highly attuned to each other that personal
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boundaries become embedded in the identity of the relationship, may not be a process that 
is harmful to women. Indeed, such a process may be reflective of unique, healthy and 
satisfying patterns of closeness among lesbian partners.
An important consequence of re-claiming fusion is that, as some feminist authors (e.g. 
Miller, 1991; Surrey, 1991) have argued, patterns of women’s intimacy and identity 
development are viewed in a relational context. In this way, patterns of fusion in women’s 
relationships can be regarded as both consequences of and paths to healthy female 
identity development. Today, these feminist views of fusion and women’s identity 
development, although widely known, are still regarded as ‘alternative’ theories and 
remain on the fringes of accepted psychological theories for women’s psychosocial 
development. I argue that, as a result of studies like mine, more efforts should be made to 
adopt such ‘alternative’ theories into the more mainstream views of human psychosocial 
development (e.g. Erikson, 1963), so that women’s unique patterns of development are 
recognized and studied.
Clinical Implications
In 1985, McCandlish stated that because traditional heterosexual therapists might feel 
some discomfort with high levels of intimacy in lesbian relationships, they might be more 
likely to regard such relationship dynamics as immature or pathological. This kind of 
attitude on the part of therapists can contribute to a lesbian couple’s separation 
(McCandlish, 1985). Certainly, in the two decades following this statement, the 
proliferation of literature on the nature and dynamics of same-sex relationships, as well as 
the growing acceptance of same-sex relationships in Canadian culture, have seemed to 
contribute to a greater awareness on the part of therapists of specific issues related to 
conducting therapy with lesbians, gay men, bisexual and transgendered/transsexual
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persons. However, it is unclear whether twenty years after McCandlish’s (1985) 
statement attitudes among therapists toward fusion or toward intimacy in lesbian 
relationships have improved much.
Murphy (1992) called on therapists to explore the ways in which their own 
homophobia, heterosexism, and sexism might have an impact on the dynamics o f the 
therapeutic relationship with lesbian couples. The present findings support this argument 
by calling on therapists who work with lesbian and bisexual women to avoid fitting 
lesbian relationships into a heterosexual mould of functioning. Instead, therapists are 
urged to become familiar with lesbian culture and ethics (Igartua, 1998), and specifically, 
with the ways in which patterns and levels of intimacy in lesbian relationships might be 
different from those in heterosexual relationships. Particular awareness of the differences 
between healthy and unhealthy patterns of closeness among lesbian partners will not only 
make therapists better equipped to counsel lesbian couples, but will also help therapists to 
avoid overlooking and pathologizing healthy intimacy in lesbian relationships. In this 
manner, therapists might recognize that sometimes, high levels of intimacy might reflect 
high degrees of love, trust and commitment between lesbian partners (Biaggio et al., 
2002). As Igartua (1998) pointed out, “it appears that lesbians function comfortably at 
greater levels of [fusion] than heterosexual controls” (p. 394).
A final therapeutic implication lies in the recognition of how insecure attachment 
styles contribute to women’s demonstrations of greater negative fusion and lesser positive 
fusion in their relationships. If therapists became more aware of these associations, they 
would be better able to understand why negative patterns of fusion might occur (McBain,
2000). Moreover, they would be able to explore how and why such insecure attachments
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were formed with caregivers, and point out for individuals and couples how those patterns 
of attachment might be played out in the romantic relationship.
Furthermore, recognition that women’s early life experiences with their parents and 
other caregivers have an impact on their tendencies to display maladaptive patterns of 
fusion in their relationships, might help therapists to recognize that such patterns of fusion 
may also occur in the relationships of heterosexual women. Indeed, some research has 
found that heterosexual women displayed moderate levels of fusion in their relationships, 
equal to those of lesbians (Greene et al., 1999). In a society where homosexuality is so 
strongly condemned, it is important that fusion is not used as a reason to further 
pathologize and stigmatize the sexuality and relationships of bisexual women and 
lesbians.
Limitations
Some limitations to the present study must be acknowledged. The sample size was 
relatively small, possibly resulting in a lack of sufficient statistical power to produce 
significant results in some cases. Future research might therefore attempt to replicate the 
findings of this study with a larger sample. However, it is interesting that given the small 
sample size many important relationships were still found.
There was also reduced variability in responding on some measures. For instance, 
most women in the sample scored very high on measures of social support, outness, 
satisfaction, and closeness-caregiving. Also, the majority of women scored very low on 
intrusiveness. Moreover, for the dimensions of intrusiveness and closeness-caregiving in 
particular, standard deviations were small, suggesting that the range of responding may 
have been too restricted to produce statistically significant effects for some of the 
correlations and regressions.
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Additionally, although some attempts were aimed at recruiting women who might be 
closeted, there was the possibility that the sample was biased in this manner. As 
mentioned before, women in this sample generally reported very high levels of outness. 
Because outness is an important concern for many lesbians and bisexual women the 
sample may not have included many women from the population of hidden lesbians and 
bisexual women.
It is also quite possible that there was a self-selection bias in this sample, such that 
women who were happier and more satisfied in their relationships were more likely to 
participate in the study than women who were unhappy in their relationships. This could 
explain why most women scored high on health intimacy and low on unhealthy closeness, 
as well as why most women reported being highly satisfied with their relationships. 
Women who may not have wished to disclose information about their relationships that 
could be perceived as negative might not have participated in the study. Also, women 
who tend to show negative patterns of fusion in their relationships may have been less 
likely to be in a relationship for more than 3 months, and thus may not have qualified for 
the study. Such sampling issues may have limited the generalizability of my findings to 
the greater population of lesbians and bisexual women.
Moreover, the results of this study may have been influenced by issues of socially 
desirable responding and use of self-report measures. Because lesbians and bisexual 
women are typically discriminated against for their sexual orientation, it is possible that 
the women in my study feared such discrimination by the researcher, and so felt 
motivated to convey a favourable impression of themselves and their relationships. 
However, attempts were made to reduce this limitation through the researcher’s 
identification in the cover letter, as a member of the group being studied.
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This study did not obtain a large proportion of women of non-Caucasian ethnicities. 
Thus, differences in fusion and attachment styles among various ethnic groups could not 
be adequately examined. Therefore, it must be acknowledged that this study’s findings 
may not be entirely generalizable to the fusion dynamics or attachment styles of lesbians 
and bisexual women of ethnic minority backgrounds. Nevertheless, as the population chi- 
square test revealed, this study’s sample can be considered a valid representation of the 
ethnic composition of Ontario’s greater population.
Another limitation of this study pertains to attachment and fusion measures that were 
used. Although, both measures demonstrated high reliabilities, comparable to reliabilities 
for the heterosexual populations on which they were developed, it must be acknowledged 
that these measures have not been widely used and validated with lesbian and bisexual 
women populations. Furthermore, it is still unclear whether the relationships dynamics 
referred to in these measures are truly applicable to the dynamics of lesbian relationships. 
For example, although I used the CIFA to examine fusion behaviours in lesbian couples, 
it must be noted that the CIFA is not a purported measure of fusion in lesbian 
relationships.
Moreover, although the authors of the CIFA adapted the measure to be used with 
lesbian couples and have adequately distinguished between negative and positive 
closeness behaviours in relationships, it is still not clear whether what was postulated to 
refer to negative and positive closeness in heterosexual relationships (in the CIFA) 
applies to what might be labelled negative and positive closeness in lesbian relationships. 
The results of my research might suggest that these relationship dynamics do apply to 
lesbian relationships as well, however much more research is needed in order to further 
validate the use of the CIFA with lesbian and bisexual women.
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A final limitation pertains to independence of observations. It is possible that if my 
recruitment messages reached both partners of the same couple separately, then both 
partners might have unwittingly participated in the study. However, this was highly 
unlikely given that participants were explicitly instructed that their partners could not 
participate, and close comparisons of the demographic information did not reveal with 
any certainty that women’s partners had also participated. Also, it was assumed that 
women would notify their partners of their participation, so that partners would not to 
take part in the study if they ended up also being recruited through snowballing or emails.
Though there were several limitations in this study, there were many methodological 
strengths. For instance, this study included women of different age groups, with diverse 
ethnic and cultural backgrounds, as well as varying educational levels and socio­
economic statuses. Also, there was a good response rate. Additionally, all measures were 
standardized and generally showed good reliabilities, consistent with what has been found 
in past research using these measures. Moreover, the fact that many significant 
relationships were found with a small sample size suggests that statistical effects were 
fairly large and meaningful. Furthermore, although it was necessary to acknowledge 
existing limitations in recruitment and methodology, it should be emphasized that many 
steps were taken to attempt to reduce these limitations wherever possible.
Directions fo r  Future Research
In addition to improving on the limitations of this study described above, several other 
directions for future research exist. Researchers may wish to replicate and compare this 
study’s findings to the relationships of heterosexuals and gay men, in order to update 
findings on whether differences in levels of healthy and unhealthy fusion actually exist 
among lesbian, heterosexual and gay male couples. Whereas early literature has
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
78
suggested that lesbian couples report higher levels of negative fusion than heterosexual or 
gay male couples (Krestan & Bepko, 1980), more recent research has not supported this 
claim (Colwell, 1988; Greene et al., 1999; Homstein, 1996). However, some differences 
have been found. Lesbian couples have been found to report higher levels of healthy 
closeness (referred to as cohesion) (Zacks et al., 1988), emotional intimacy (Schreurs & 
Buunk, 1995), and relationship satisfaction (Zacks et al., 1988) than heterosexual couples. 
Additionally, lesbian couples have reported less of a fear of intimacy than heterosexual 
women (Homstein, 1996).
Furthermore, just as lesbian partners have been stereotyped as being fused in the early 
psychological literature, gay male partners have often been stereotyped as being 
disengaged or emotionally distant, more so than lesbian or heterosexual couples (Krestan 
& Bepko, 1980). Although some research has refuted these claims by showing that gay 
male couples also report high levels of closeness, and sometimes even higher levels than 
lesbian and heterosexual couples (Colwell, 1988; Green et al., 1996), more research is 
needed to validate these comparisons and to counter the often negative stereotypes about 
levels of intimacy in same-sex relationships. Future research might also wish to examine 
whether findings for the specific relationships of attachment, social support, outness and 
satisfaction to negative and positive fusion in lesbian relationships are comparable to the 
relationships of gay males and heterosexuals as well.
Another avenue for future research might be to explore whether age effects on 
negative fusion still exist when lesbians and bisexual women are studied longitudinally. 
The results of cross-sectional comparisons, such as in this study, might be attributed to 
cohort effects. Longitudinal studies would not only be able to rule out a cohort effect, but 
also could explore exactly how and why patterns of negative fusion might decrease with
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age. Such studies would provide a better understanding of whether negative fusion might 
indeed be, in part, a developmental phenomenon. Related to this, is the need to also 
explore how other individual, social and relationship factors, besides the ones examined 
in this study, might relate to demonstrations of positive and negative fusion in lesbian 
relationships.
Additionally, future research might explore and compare the intimacy patterns of 
lesbians and bisexual women of diverse ethnic and cultural backgrounds. Cultural notions 
about intimacy, dependence, and autonomy in relationships may influence the fusion 
behaviours that lesbian partners demonstrate. Thus far, research in the area of fusion in 
lesbian relationships has been lacking in its specific exploration of ethnic minority 
women’s intimacy beliefs and behaviours.
In a similar vein, although bisexual women in lesbian relationships may share similar 
sexuality and relationship issues as lesbians, it would be important for future researchers 
to explore whether there are any differences in the patterns of positive and negative fusion 
between bisexual women and lesbians. The current study was unable to examine such 
differences, because the proportion of bisexual women in the sample was too small. As 
Roper (1997) suggested however, if we do not separately examine bisexual women’s 
relationship behaviours we run the danger of applying theories based on one group of 
women to a group of women on whom such theories were never specifically tested.
Future research might also wish to replicate this study’s findings with a sample of 
couples instead of only individual partners. It is possible that couple reports would 
provide more accurate and reliable depictions of actual patterns of positive and negative 
fusion in lesbian relationships than individual reports. Future researchers should also 
explore how interactions between developmental and social factors might influence
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women’s demonstrations of positive and negative types of fusion. For example, 
interactions between attachment and social support, or between attachment and outness 
might be explored. Examination of such interactions would provide interesting insight 
into whether social support and outness have an impact on the fusion for women whose 
attachment styles predispose them to show particular types of fusion.
Finally and perhaps most importantly, future researchers should attempt to develop a 
questionnaire that measures positive and negative fusion behaviours as they occur 
specifically in lesbian couples. Psychological research on the intimacy patterns of lesbian 
couples cannot be sufficiently advanced without a measure that has been developed solely 
on a model of lesbian relationships. In psychological research, heterosexual-centered 
theoretical models guide much of our knowledge about the dynamics of both heterosexual 
and same-sex relationships. We assume that what happens in heterosexual relationships 
also happens in same-sex relationships. Although this view might serve to protect same- 
sex relationships from being regarded as abnormal because they deviate from the 
heterosexual norm, they might also serve to obscure or pathologize some of the 
behaviours and dynamics that are unique to same-sex relationships. Just as early feminist 
work has rejected comparing aspects of women’s psychology to male-centered theories 
and models, so should researchers and clinicians recognize that same-sex relationships are 
not inferior or abnormal because they may be characteristically different from 
heterosexual ones.
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Appendix A
Bartholomew’s (1990) Adult Attachment Typology
Model of Self 
Positive Negative
Positive
Model of 
Other
Negative
Secure Preoccupied
Dismissing Fearful
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Appendix B 
Flyer Advertisement 
Relationship Study
❖ Are you a woman who is CURRENTLY in a monogamous 
relationship with a woman, for AT LEAST 3 MONTHS?
❖ Are you 18 years or older?
Hi, my name is Salma and I am a lesbian Psychology graduate student at the 
University of Windsor, Ontario.
If you meet ALL of the above criteria, and you are excited about 
participating in psychological research, then you qualify for my study o f the 
relationship dynamics of lesbian couples.
If you are interested in helping me with this study, please call me at (519) 
253-3000 ext. 2256, or email me at salma_relationships@yahoo.ca.
Please leave a message, telling me that you are interested in taking part in 
my research. Don’t forget to also tell me your FULL NAME and 
ADDRESS! I will mail you a package of questionnaires, with complete 
instructions on filling them out, and returning them to me, at no cost to you.
If you have any further questions about my research, feel free to also leave 
your phone number or email address, and I will be happy to get back to you.
And don’t worry, once you have completed and returned the 
questionnaires, you will not be identified in any way with the information 
you provide.
THANK YOU for the time you took to read this! I very much look forward 
to hearing from you!
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Appendix E
Letter of Information
The Relationship Dynamics of Lesbian Couples
Please read this page so that you know what this study is about and what you are 
being asked to do. It is our responsibility to make sure that you are familiar with the 
general nature of the study, and that you understand the risks and benefits 
associated with participating in this study. In this way, you can decide in a free and 
informed manner, whether you want to participate or not. By filling out these 
questionnaires and returning them anonymously in the self-addressed envelope, you 
are indicating that you know about the study and that you agree to participate.
This research study is being conducted by Salma Ackbar, a graduate student in the 
Department of Psychology at the University of Windsor, under the supervision of Dr. 
Charlene Senn, a professor at the same institution. The study is being done to fulfill the 
requirements of an M.A. thesis. This study will examine the dynamics of lesbian 
relationships. If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to fill out a 
number of questionnaires, which should take you about 30-40 minutes to complete 
altogether. In order to take part in this study, you need to be 18 years or older, and 
currently be in a romantic relationship with a woman, for at least 3 months.
If you decide not to participate in this study, we ask that you pass the unanswered 
questionnaire onto another woman, whom you know is currently in a lesbian 
relationship, and has been so for at least 3 months. If there is no one for you to pass it on 
to, we ask that you please return the entire questionnaire package back to us. This is 
important because we need to maintain confidentiality of the questionnaires, and to know 
exactly how many women agree to participate.
The questions in the surveys are personal questions about your relationship, your partner, 
and your own thoughts and behaviour. If you feel uncomfortable about answering any of 
the questions, you are free to not answer those questions or to not return the 
questionnaires. There is also a list of community resources that you can use, should you 
decide you want to seek support or help of some kind, as a result of completing the 
questionnaires. Your answers to all the questions and your participation in general 
however, are greatly appreciated. Your answers will contribute to a growing and 
interesting research literature on lesbian relationships, carried out by researchers from our 
community. Your questionnaire package contains a token of our appreciation for the time 
and effort you spend in completing the questionnaires.
If you agree to participate, your responses will be completely anonymous. The 
questionnaires have no identifying marks on them, and you should not put your name on 
any of the questionnaires. Any identifying information you provide us on the postcard 
will be mailed back separately from your questionnaires, so that we will not be able tell 
who answered which questionnaires.
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All the data will be kept in a locked filing cabinet, in a locked office to which only the 
researcher and her supervisor will have access. When the data are no longer needed, they 
will be destroyed. Some of the raw data will be released to Dr. Paul Werner at the 
California School of Professional Psychology of Alliant International University. Dr. 
Werner designed one of the surveys we are using, and wants a copy of the data for record­
keeping purposes only. Again, the data we supply him will have no identifying 
information.
Your participation is voluntary. You may refuse to answer any of the questions and you 
can stop responding at any point. You can also choose not to return the questionnaires to 
the researcher. Please keep our token regardless of whether you decide to participate or 
not, as our thanks for being interested in the study.
You can request feedback of the results of the study. To do this, please ensure you 
indicate your mailing address and whether or not you would like feedback, on the small 
postcard included in the package. Please make sure you return this postcard to the 
researcher separately from the rest of the questionnaire package. The reason for doing 
this is, so that we cannot link your name to your questionnaires. If you request feedback, 
it will be mailed to you upon completion of the study, which is expected to be by the fall 
o f2005.
This study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through the University of 
Windsor Research Ethics Board. If you have any questions or concerns about the 
research, please feel free to contact Salma Ackbar or Dr. Charlene Senn at (519- 253- 
3000 ext. 2256). If you have questions regarding your rights as a research subject, 
contact:
Research Ethics Coordinator Telephone: 519-253-3000 ext. 3916
University of Windsor Email: ethics@uwindsor.ca
Windsor, Ontario 
N9B 3P4
These are the terms under which I will conduct research.
Salma Ackbar Date
(Prinicipal Researcher)
I have read this letter and understand its content.
  I agree to participate (begin the questionnaire)
  I decline to participate (Stop here, and mail it back in the pre-paid envelope, or
pass on to a friend
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Appendix F
Community Resources for Lesbian and Bisexual Women
Toronto
1) The 519 Church Street Community Centre
Programs offered: Support groups, social groups, free counselling, community 
living, legal services, children’s services and many more.
For more information, contact: info@the519.org or call (416) 392-6874 
Or visit: www.the519.org 
Address: 519 Church Street 
Toronto, ON 
M4Y 2C9
2) Sherboume Health Centre
Offers comprehensive health care to gay, lesbian and bisexual communities, 
including free counselling for individuals, couples and families; support groups, 
and employment opportunities.
For more information, contact: info@sherboume.on.ca or call (416) 324-4180 
Or visit: www.sherboume.on.ca 
Address: 333 Sherboume Street 
Toronto, ON 
M5A 2S5
3) Supporting Our Youth
A community program designed to improve the lives of lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
transsexual and transgendered youth in Toronto through active involvement in the 
community. Also provides employment opportunities and support services; offers free 
counselling to youth under the age of 25.
For more information, contact: soy@soytoronto.org or call (416) 924-2100 ext. 264 
Or visit: www.soytoronto.org 
Address: c/o CTYS
65 Wellesley Street East 
Suite 300 
Toronto, ON 
M4Y 1G7
4) Lesbian Gay Bi Youth Line
Provides peer support and information services to youth who may identify as
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lesbian, gay, bisexual, two-spirited, and transgendered.
Telephone: (416) 962-YOUTH 
ToU Free: 1-800-268-YOUTH
5) Coming Out/Being Out Discussion Group
Offers an informal, non-judgmental environment for lesbian, gay, bisexual, two- 
spirited, transsexual, transgendered, and questioning persons between 20 and 40 years of 
age, who are at all stages of coming and being out. People meet weekly to discuss issues 
that concern them.
For more information, contact: comingoutbeingout@hotmail.com 
Or visit: http://www.geocities.com/comingoutbeingout/index.html
6 ) Distress Centres of Toronto
Anonymous, confidential telephone service, providing crisis intervention, 
emotional support and referrals to people living in Toronto. Open 24 hours, 7 days 
a week.
For more information, or to talk, call: (416) 408-ELELP 
Or visit: www.torontodistresscentre.com
7) David Kelley Lesbian and Gay Community Counselling Program
Provides professional, short-term, individual, couple and family counselling to 
lesbians, gay men and related communities
To obtain counselling services call: (416) 595-9618 or email: sau@fsatoronto.com 
To find out more information about this service, visit: 
http ://www. fsatoronto. com/programs/fsaprograms/davidkelley .html 
Or email: dks@fsatoronto.com
Windsor
1) Out on Campus
A University of Windsor student group 
For more information, contact: outoncampus@gaywindsor.com
2) Womyn Out
Support group open to lesbian and lesbian-friendly women.
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For more information, contact: womynout@free2marry.com
3) Sandwich Community Health Centre
Offers free counselling, and variety of other services
For more information, contact: schc@wincom.net or call: (519) 258-6002 
Address: Sandwich P/O Box 7391
Windsor, Ontario N9C 4E9
4) Lesbian Gay Bi Youth Line
Provides peer support and information services to youth who may identify as 
lesbian, gay, bisexual, two-spirited, and transgendered.
Telephone: (416) 962-YOUTH 
Toll Free: 1-800-268-YOUTH
5) Distress Centre of Windsor
Anonymous, confidential telephone service, providing crisis intervention, 
emotional support and referrals to people in Windsor and surrounding area.
For more information, or to talk, call: (519) 256-5000 
Or visit: www.dcwindsor.com
6 ) Hiatus House
Call: (519) 252-7781 or 1-800-265-5142
7) Sexual Assault Crisis Centre of Essex County
Provides 24-hour, seven days per week, free, anonymous crisis/support telephone 
line; individual and group counselling; information on the Criminal Law System; 
information and referral; community outreach to women from diverse ethno-cultural 
and multi-racial communities; and much more.
Call the Crisis Line: (519) 253-9667 or contact: sacc@wincom.net 
Or visit: www.sacha.on.ca
Other (across Ontario)
1) Assaulted Women’s Helpline
This service is available 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. It offers crisis, counselling 
and referrals for women needing a shelter, legal advice or other supports. This service is 
free and offered in over 1 0 0  languages.
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Can Toll Free: 1-866-863-0511
Or for more information call: 1-866-863-7868 
Or visit: http://www.awhl.org
2) Distress Centres Ontario
To find a distress centre near you, visit: www.dcontario.org 
Or check your local telephone directory
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Appendix H
Experiences in Close Relationships Inventory
The following statements concern how you feel in romantic relationships. We are 
interested in how you generally experience relationships, not just what is happening in a 
current relationship. Respond to each statement by indicating how much you agree or 
disagree with it. Write the number in the space provided, using the following rating scale.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree............................................... Neutral/......................... ............................Agree
Strongly Mixed Strongly
 1 .1 prefer not to show a partner how I feel deep down.
 2 . 1 worry about being abandoned.
 3 .1 am very comfortable being close to romantic partners. (R)
 4 .1 worry a lot about my relationship.
 5. Just when my partner starts to get close to me I find myself pulling away.
 6 . 1 worry that romantic partners won’t care about me as much as I care about them.
 7 .1 get uncomfortable when a romantic partner wants to be very close.
 8 . 1 worry a fair amount about losing my partner.
 9 .1 don’t feel comfortable opening up to romantic partners.
 1 0 . 1 often wish that my partner’s feelings for me were as strong as my feelings for
her.
11.1 want to get close to my partner but I keep pulling back.
 1 2 . 1 often want to merge completely with romantic partners, and this sometimes
scares them away.
 13.1 am nervous when partners get too close to me.
 14.1 worry about being alone.
 15.1 feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts and feelings with my partner. (R)
 16. My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away.
 17. I try to avoid getting too close to my partner.
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1
Disagree
Strongly
2 3
Neutral/
Mixed
4 5 6 7
..Agree
Strongly
18.1 need a lot of reassurance that I am loved by my partner.
19.1 find it relatively easy to get close to my partner. (R)
20. Sometimes I feel that I force my partners to show more feeling, more 
commitment.
2 1 . 1  find it difficult to allow myself to depend on romantic partners.
22 .1 do not often worry about being abandoned. (R)
23 .1 prefer not to be close to romantic partners.
24. If I can’t get my partner to show interest in me, I get upset or angry.
25 .1 tell my partner just about everything. (R)
26 .1 find that my partner(s) don’t want to get as close as I would like.
27 .1 usually discuss my problems and concerns with my partner. (R)
28. When I ’m not involved in a relationship, I feel somewhat anxious and insecure.
29 .1 feel comfortable depending on romantic partners. (R)
30 .1 get frustrated when my partner is not around as much as I would like.
31.1 don’t mind asking romantic partners for comfort, advice, or help. (R)
32.1 get frustrated if romantic partners are not available when I need them.
33. It helps to turn to my romantic partner in times of need. (R)
34. When romantic partners disapprove of me, I feel really bad about myself.
35.1 turn to my partner for many things, including comfort and reassurance. (R)
36.1 resent it when my partner spends time away from me.
Note: R = Reverse scored for final scale score
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Appendix I
Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support
We are interested in how you feel about the following statements. Read each statement 
carefully. Indicate how you feel about each statement.
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1. There is a special person who is around 
when I am in need.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. There is a special person with whom 
I can share my iovs and sorrows.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. My family really tries to help me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4 .1 get the emotional help and support I 
need from my family.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5 .1 have a special person who is a real source 
of comfort to me.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6 . My friends really try to help me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7 .1 can count on my friends when things 
go wrong.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8 . 1 can talk about my problems with my 
familv.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9 .1 have friends with whom I can share my 
joys and sorrows.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. There is a special person in my life who 
cares about mv feelings.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. My family is willing to help me make 
decisions
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 . 1 can talk about my problems with my 
friends.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Appendix J
Network Sector Closeting Measure
In this section you are asked to respond to a variety of questions with respect to five 
different groups of people (your immediate family, your extended family, your 
friends that are heterosexual or “straight”, your friends that are lesbian, gay, or 
bisexual, and your co-workers or people in your workplace). Please indicate your 
level of agreement with each statement for each of the five different groups by 
circling the number that corresponds to your choice.
1. The people in (group from below) know that I am a lesbian.
OOuWDU ft
&u .2
<  o
w o  $ 5  ' H j d
o i  aP 3 o-h £  £
t /3  S s  m
My immediate family (mother, father, 
siblings)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Mv extended family (aunts, uncles, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
My straight (heterosexual) friends 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Mv lesbian, gay, or bisexual friends 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
My co-workers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
2. Those that know I am a lesbian are supportive of this.
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My immediate family 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
My extended family 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
My straight (heterosexual) friends 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
My lesbian, gav. or bisexual friends 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
My co-workers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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3 . 1 do not feel comfortable expressing affection to my partner in front of.
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Mv immediate familv 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Mv extended familv 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Mv straight ('heterosexual) friends 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Mv lesbian, gav, or bisexual friends 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Mv co-workers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
4.When I am invited to a social gathering (dinner, holidays, movies, etc.) they invite my 
partner as well.
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Mv immediate familv 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Mv extended familv 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Mv straight (heterosexual) friends 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Mv lesbian, gav, or bisexual friends 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Mv co-workers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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Appendix K 
Relationship Assessment Scale 
1. How well does your partner meet your needs?
B C DA
Poorly Average Extremely Well
2. In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship?
B C DA
Unsatisfied Average Extremely Satisfied
3. How good is your relationship compared to most?
B C DA
Poor
C
Average
E
Excellent
4. How often do you wish you hadn’t gotten into this relationship?
B C DA
Never Average
E
Very Often
5. To what extent has your relationship met your original expectations?
A
Hardly 
At all
B C
Average
D
Completely
6. How much do you love your partner?
A
Not much
B C
Average
D
Very Much
7. How many problems are there in your relationship?
B C DA
Very Few Average
E
Very Many
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Appendix L
Demographic Information Questionnaire
The following questionnaire will provide us with more information about how women’s 
background characteristics relate to their romantic relationships.
Please answer the following items for yourself 
1- Age: ______________
2. Ethnicity/Race: Caucasian African/Black
Asian East Indian
Aboriginal Arabic/Middle Eastern
  West Indian  Other (please specify)
-----------------------  Multiracial (please specify)
3. Sexual Orientation: __________________
4. Place of Residence: C ity__________________  Province------------------------
5. Religious/Spiritual Identification (if any):____________________
6. Last completed level of education: ----------------------------
7. What is your current occupation:
8. If you are not currently working, what/who is the major source of your major income?
9. What is your approximate yearly income level before taxes?
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Less than $10,000 _______  $60,000 to $69, 999
$10,000 to $19, 999 _______  $70,000 to $79,999
$20,000 to $29, 999 _______  $80, 000 to $89, 999
$30,000 to $39, 999 -----------  $90,000 to $99,000
$40,000 to $49, 999 -----------  $100,000 and over
$50,000 to $59,999
10. Are you currently in a romantic relationship with a woman?
Yes No
(If no, please do not complete the questionnaires. Mail back the package if possible)
11. How long have you been in your current relationship?
Years Months
12. Do you live with your current partner? ____  Yes   No
13. If you live with your partner, do you live with your children also?
______  Yes   No
14. If you do not live with your current partner, whom do you live with?
  Live Alone_____________________ ______  Live with Children
  Live with Roommate_____________ ______  Live with Friend/s
Live with Parents/Relatives   Other (please specify)
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15. Do you have any children? _____  Yes   No
16. If so, how many children do you have? ______
17. Are your children:  Biological  Adopted  Step-children
18. If you have children, are they from your current relationship, or a previous one?
19. Are you currently in (mark all that apply):
_________  Couples Therapy   Individual Therapy
Group Therapy Other (please specify)
------------- No Therapy
20. If you are in therapy, is it for (mark all that apply):
-------------- Relationship Issues   Personal Issues
--------------  Other (please specify) --------------------------
21. How did you hear about this study?
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Please answer the following questions for your partner 
What is your partner’s ...
1. Age: ______________
2. Ethnicity/Race: Caucasian African/Black
Asian East Indian
Aboriginal Arabic/Middle Eastern
  West Indian  Other (please specify)
-----------------------  Multiracial (please specify)
3. Sexual Orientation: __________________
4. Place of Residence: C ity _________________ Province
5. Religious/Spiritual Identification (if any):_____________
6. Last completed level of education: ---------------------------
7. Current occupation:
8. What is your approximate yearly income level before taxes?
Less than $10,000
_______  $10,000 to $19, 999
_______  $20,000 to $29, 999
-----------  $30,000 to $39, 999
-----------  $40,000 to $49, 999
-----------  $50,000 to $59,999
$60,000 to $69, 999 
$70,000 to $79,999 
$80, 000 to $89, 999 
$90,000 to $99,000 
$100,000 and over 
Don’t know
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